2. COMMENT DOCUMENTS

This chapter is a compilation of all the comments that the Department of Energy (DOE) received during the public
comment period on theraft Environmental Impact Statement for the Production of Tritium in a Commercial Light

Water Reactar Comments received concerning the December 14, 1998, public meeting are also presentgd in this
chapter.

All comments received during tipeiblic comment period are presented in this chapter in the order in which

they were received and processed. Scanned images of documents received via U.S. mail, fax, e-mail, voice
mail, or handed in at public hearings are presented first. These documents are followed by summaries of the
comments made at the three public hearings and the public meeting. Numbers were assigned to each document
and speaker, and these numbers are keyed to Table 1-5, the Index of Commentors.

The commentors are presented in this chapter in numerical order. Commentor numbers are listed at the top
of each scanned image beside the name of the commentor and before the commentor’'s name in the public
hearings/meeting comment summaries in the latter half of this chapter. Commentors who submitted comments
during the public comment period are numbered 1-147. Commentors who submitted comments concerning
the December 14, 1998, public meeting are numbered 200-255. Commentors who spoke at the public hearings
are numbered 500-507 (October 1, 1998, North Augusta, South Carolina); 600-629 (October 6, 1998,
Rainsville, Alabama); and 700-720 (October 8, 1998, Evensville, Tennessee). Commentors who spoke at the
December 14, 1998, public meeting in Evensville, Tennessee are numbered 800-835.

The comments made by each commentor are identified by number and comment summary-response code in
the right margin of each document and under the commentor’'s name in the public hearings/meeting comment
summaries. The first number represents the comment number followed by a slash, and the other numbers
represent the comment summary-response code. These codes can be used in Chapter 3 to locate the comment
summary and response to each comment. Section 1.3 of this volume further describes the organization of this
Comment Response Document and discusses the tables provided in Chapter 1 to assist the reader.
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Commentor No. 1: Hank iller

THE SUPERIOR SALES FORCE

“Ptiene outy tie beal o good enough.”
Allstate Insurange Company

tank Tiller, Agency Managper

4H10R Hixson Fike = Hixsom, TN 37543
IRWTI6AN

Alistate

10: MS< Departres ¥ E-umm;

Yenwer in grod hind

FROM: HMY. W iagn

COMMENTS:
Lc\“s YA\ IhTa pmsmw o Ao Pee gLenPrea

T Saumn Choanios . TBaaeosse Ducad Mot T

(k) TR T i .
DATE: 8’11\1‘1 ¥
NUMBER OF PAGES {Includiug, this cover sheet) \

1¥ THEKE 1S ANY INFFICULTY WITH THLS TRANSMESSEON, PLEASE CALL US AT:
OFFEICE PHONE - (423) 877-6491
FAX NUMBER - {#25} 877-7140)

THE CHATTANOOGA LINE

HERE COMES THE SVPERIOR SALES FORCE

1/04.01

ACTOR PROIECT

R RE

RCFAL LIGITTWATLE

CONIMI

Commentor No. 2: Leah R. Karpen

COMMENT FORM

The Department of Energy is interested in your comments on the Draft Environmentad Impact
Statement for the Production of Trithum in ¢ Commercial Light Woter Reactor.

There are several ways to provide comments on this document and these include:

attending public meetings and giving vour « faxing your comments to 1-800-63 10612
comments directly to DUE officials COTMUMEniing via the World Wide Web sime:

= returning this comment form to the hatpi/fwww.dp.doe.govidp-62

registration desk at the meeting calling toll-frze and leaving your comments
returming this comment form or ather writlen via voice mait, 1-800-332-0301

camments 1o the addzess on the back

[ 1. It gees against national policy to preduce materials for . weapons
at g commercial reaclor.

i old ucing its ghelear stockpile, it 1s
a.ppallirlg to me that the Department of Energy is even considsring menufacturing

Frdsdiom.

3, Thae mpney that ds being spent, and has already been spent, on this
proiect could hetter pe spent on housing and social maeda.

4. I am pompletely opposed tg fhe protect at ANY sive.

o Whr 18 rhe Covepnment ot listening to the people?

Theak you For yeur lnput. Please use additlonal sheets ifnecenlr_v and 91 thew 1o

Namg: {Mrs.) Lesh R. Karpen {cptional;
Orgazization;_emen's Interaarional League for Peace and Freedom

Address: 400 Charla¢ce Straeet 803

City: Asheville Stete: | NC
Wotk phone: _———--

Fax: BE8— 2545483
E-Mail Addzess:

Zip Codes8801-1452
Horne phone: 828-254-548%

Ay

||1/01.09
|‘2/02.01

||3/23.13

114/01.01
115/05.21
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Commentor No. 3: R. FBorsody Commentor No. 4: \M ee Poe, Jr
807 E, Rollingwood Rd.
Alken, 8. C. 20801
August 28.1998
COMMENT FORM
The Department of Energy is interested in your comments on the Diraft Environmental Impact
Statemenit for the Production of Tritium in a Commercial Light Water Reactor. M. Jay Rosc FAX 1-800-631-0612
Office of Defense Programs
There are several ways to provide comments on this document and these include: ?&)Sd Iaﬁapmﬂt of Energy
= ependence Avenue, SW
C.g + attending public meetings and giving your « faxing your comments 1o 1-800-631-0612 WEShiHEan. D. . 2885 '
= comments directly to DOE officials * commenting via the World Wide Web site:
':;' + returning this comment form to the http:/fwww.dp.doe.gov/dp-62
et registration desk at the meeting + calling toll-free and leaving your comments .
: AE' + returning this comment form or other written via votce mail, 1-800-332-0801 Atm. CLWR EIS
> comments to the address on the back
o Co T s FAVT efE Ly S HITEMS g il e
| L G LB FoSsiBe £ s Fdels B SOCCIALE Y i TT ITE  LEsT o Dear Mr. Rose:
) TP 732 A PR P ST S
- C ooy Ti2caiias M yire S falefened Co WS pfi T e Al tiiee 1/01.03
= LorT, S AR Rl T POl s SSsddE SO JTIe  JHrESELC LT R T : : mi :
~ e o Ty o T T Re Proliminary Information yn CLWK EX§ in Prepararion for Public Meeting
-~ pd Sor sy 03T SR LRpies S)riamens AL SY7E & T
E VL SRERS S MEIEHT, [Beo s (e TER Tl 15 sV L AR
r Ao plus . TTE (RErie OF R g R sefS A TR e At , . . . . .
;‘ e e et st S o ter o o e drped I véould like 10 thank you for scheduling & public tmesting on this EIS in North Augusta,
- RSLIE B T 5 WIROSCUSE 3 Cmiy et oE Lt A §.C.. Tlook forward t ztrending the meeting on Cetober 1, 1998. When 1 received the
- P draft EIS curlior this week, [ immediaiely road it with greatinterest, I found ssveral areas
= (r i3 Fen  These  Fecrs shAr I Pacrgss Tpe  wse O so farin the D-EIS that [ wish you would supply me additional information on before the
F FIRr et P peE SOievellag oF Fialds € ceegres 2/23.13 Cetober 1 meeting, It would iuke your inended treeting more valuabic to me. “The arcas
) T e T S/ 2p et LA p RS iy o an) S of information are deseribed below.
: Besrm Svzem d Ay w8005 Loy < biersf SR A0HE B e fES 1(C0nt’d) )
- == ol oor TR Tyeir)  Bosds rrals Iy Inthe Summery volyme, you indicated that there was an EIS preparcd to evaluate the
- - - . — conversion of Beilefonte to fossil fusl. Please send me.a copy of the BIS (tide 1/05.22
- Do pe e fiicid 78Tl vt ZEG apparently is "Final Environmental Impact Staiement for the Bellefonte Conversion
o Sl FEe 7 I g il f P LI e £8 SePy LR O it Prnject") and a copy of the ROD associated with this EIS
=4 Fot P SR LTI ST LY TR ISIRE fnedd e pE g o '
a : o R e e - . s N s ;
E = A 2) I wqulcll a.lIso tike yﬁu tci)ns%endnt information on the lead tess assembly program, In
” ; particular I would like information on:
2 Thank you for your inpnt. Please use additional sheets if pecessary and attach thewn to this form. « What was done in fhe PNNL 2515 1o show that l.h? witium IBIECT.S e saﬁsfactory
=] Name: 2. £ [Bersvosfy Coptional) . targets and they do not keak titium during irradiation and the witium can be 2/19.02
o Orpanizationy,_ S. &4 A0 &5 - RS2 quentratively recovered and a copy of those results. )
Address: PO Bow  so 7o « Information on the souctural design to keep the TPBARs stable in the rezctor.
City: SAzwin Star o7 Zip Code: Teoer o % (The figures shown in the CLWR EIS make this target design look asif itis a 3/19.03
Work phone: Home phone: 772" ) 7> - g £, cantileverd-top-attached target. This makes me conclude it i3 suhjected '
Pax: damage during irradiation from water flow vibration.)
E-Mail Address: + Information on the benefit DOE or TV A bave obtained and expects to obwain
s from the Watis Bar irradiation. (For example, has the Warnts Bar effluents 4/05.10
increased in fritlum releases since the TPBAR irradiaton was starred?) From the

Sjuswndog juswwo)d
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Commentor No. 4: WLee Poe, Jr(Cont’d)

information contained in Section $.1.6,1.2, irradiation tests started in Septernber
1997 and with an 18 menth irradiation cycle should be discharged in March
1992, This discharge i5 after the scheduled time for the Secretary of Enerpy
decision that § read so much about in the local newspaper that atfect the APT and
the CLWER EISs and the Tritium Extraction EIS. What I hear quoted is a
decision in December 1998,

DOE has Iimked the tritium production EISs together. This action is made abvious in
that the CLWR EIS has as its ng sction alternative the APT production and the FEIS
on the AFT seems to show the No Action 1o be production n the CLWR. No where
have I seen areal no action alternative. (The draft APT EIS had a sort of No Action
Alternative but it was removed in the final EIS.) Coupling this w what I read abowt
the Secretarics decision coupling these two EISs and the Tririem Exraction EIS
akes the public wonder about NEPA linking. Please provide me information oo
why this approach has been made by DOE.

Section §.1.5.4 describes nonproliferation considerations, In my hurried review of
the body of the BIS, I was unable te find mare information. Please provide me with
Cengressional or Presidential positions on this subject at the time AEC regulatory
anthority was given to the NRC and the rest of military support mission was given to
ERDA and then DXOF. Trssemad 1o me this was the fime that the decision to separate
cormercial power from weapon prodoction was made. Also provide me with
infermation on the decision to praduce power in the dual purpase N-Reactor, {It
secms quite s different thing to produse electic power in a government reactor thas
has a primary mission 1o produde weapan matertal than produci ng'mnm’p {2 weapon
material) in 3 commercial reactor.} That later point seems to be DOE's justification
in the referenced section, Also please provide me whatever recent nerproliferation
studies thae relate to this peint. Is it logical to initiat use of commercial reactors to
produce weopon marerials now that DOE doesn't have that ¢apability within the
Departrnent?

1 hepe that DOE will have tables at the public meetings that compare the impacts of
producing tritium in CLWR and the AT, Tt seoma to me that 1s one of the major
comparative assists in the NEPA decision on this EIS and on the APT EIS.

The one thing that has made the local press lately is the CLWR and APT costs.
Soam W be a lage arguwnent on the subject. Please provide me somc carly
information that will help me understand the issue. Also please senid me both cost
analyses on the same basis. I they arc ol on the same bascs, ploase identify for me
the differences and DOE's estimate of how those differences play into the cost
judgments.

52,0,

W. Lee Poe, Ir.

4 (cont'd)

5/05.01

|‘6/05.02

5 (cont'd)

7/01.08

8/01.09

9/04.03

10/23.15

COMMERCIAL LIGHT WATER REACTOR PROJECT

Commentor No. 5: G.J. Billmeierr., M.D.

COMMENT FORM

The Department of Energy is interested in your commenis on the Draft Environmental fmpact
Statement for the Production of Trittum in @ Commercial Light Water Reactor.

There are several ways to provide comments on this document and these include:

amending public meetings and giving your

comuments directly to DOE officials

= retuming this comment form to the
registration desk at the meeting

« returning this comment form or other written

comments to the address on the back

; THE chE Codertzy oot (GFS Faar aliimbe  SEL iV
Loblil o) a2 -@JTM(); ZE) pre FRIRM  RPI e N AT A s
SHATEY Al af) GEedrs AN JE i) . PR (R
Ctimt BY i 7O AeGum. 77t Faur? 200 S 7eval 7 AL Al 25
{Agacan S QG B o= Stecrov s o (JELAES

7B LUy dy e ar L 2 S b el .

%A' C@Vé’ééiiad_@a Aty OF Jimde o 7, Gol ( #U3T AR B7
TR NPT I Tl A COPE it nfe L SR e Y S
g A AN GG Y I (Al - e r Bk Y p AT et
(8 _—— OUk OETECTAE st ste 70 Curidie AP bl '

UG ioN it A TRy A TRy 7O s} (WEN DATREGT Tl GIAL OFr
G PO FUiifel AFAN 7o) A AAisi7ES 0F A bl —

7O SHARALY T Atk ot TELANE 7D it AR T EL Y W IEEAT

M AT iy [l A

+ faxing your comments to 1-800-631-0612
+ commenting via the World Wide Web site:
htip:/fwww.dp.doe.gov/dp-62

calling toll-free apd leaving your comments
via voice mail, 1-800-332-0801

C "

(TS Wb cAfee
) 7 = G

WA A A ] e TR TR 7 A 27 ¥ AR 7Y Ant)
78 e A ok 7 T A AL ST AR AU s
UMVES T S O A« Mt e ARSI Y (] Eadie

COMATIZE o0 AR FRICES ]
WEAZE) 70 oph ARONAFN O ok 3001 AT e, oI On,.
R A COMTRMETTON O F Sk AR beivinS Gt g
LlCH 15K AFELT AL Tt i2H SRR TR TR )
A EAL S BATR

Thank you for your input. Please use additional sheets if necessary and attach them to this form,

N N P i A D B
-,?{’ Organization: S iCi ALY £t S Al R iy dies T3

Address: (258 FOAAR ApE .
City: AV B ) _ Zip Code: 25415
Wark phone: COi — P~ %0
Fax: Tl - gE2-20F
E-Mail Address:

K AELCALS ACADBNY = BN R L i

K Tttt HySConts 7od TR AEHENTIN @2 a0y

{optional}

State: _~ A/

Home phone:

1/02.01

2/01.01
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ATER REACTOR PROJECT

COMMERCIAL LIGHT W

" bo radicackivit

Commentor No. 6: Clark Coan

COMMENT FORM

The Department of Energy is interested in your comments on the Draft Environmenial fmpacr
Statement for the Production of Tritiwm in @ Commercial Light Water Reactor.

There are several ways to provide comments on. this documnent and these include:

+ attending public meetings and giving your + faxing your cornments o 1-800-631-0612
comments directly to DOE officials + commenting via the World Wide Web site:
returning this comment form 1o the http:fiwww.dp.doe.gov/dp-62

registration desk at the meeting calling toll-free and leaving your comments
returning this comment form or other written via voice mail, 1-800-332-0801

commeats to the address oo the back

C "
The No Action Alternative i clearly ths preferzed alt 3
for the foliowing reasons:

(7Y The probability of new arms control agreements providing
T ©of nuclear weapons deploye
i gl ol b L I " ERR'Y
i T Hi-trerremert it oir Tt Tor = nucizar

Weapons Convention phaginn ont zguslear o B
L4 7 e F

moment um articularly after th i i i

Furthermore, the near-launch of nuclear weapons in January,
1995 by The Russians Is giving impetus to de-alerting the
@ds rtom delivery vehicles Lo
. =17 oF

1/02.01

Titioam

the need for new production,

U2y The Savannah River Reservation is already severely
a5 tC DE considere
PRt | FEias 1 TEECA

- Hartford—tr—me i bor— S s

2/04.01

with new tritium production, there is no reasopn to sacrifice
another region of the nation. The human populations and bilosphere
nedr gSavannah River have already been negatively impacted. There
IT o valld reason to subject the people and ecoSystems of

Thank %uu for your input. Flease use additional sheets if neessary and au:r.h them to this form.

Name: MR CLARK COAN (optional)
Organization: THE $OUTIIWIND GROUP —
Address: PO BOX 44-2043

City: LAWRENCE KS 6034
‘Work phone:

Fax:

E-Mail Address: ___

et %

a8

3) The barrier between civilian commercial nuclear power and
production for military needs should not be breached. If it
is, civilian reactors become targets for attack by terrorists
and foreign powers.

|| 3/01.09
||4/22.01

Commentor No. 7: Nathan Coqgqins

Nathan & XZathey Coggins Family
255 Taylor Bridge Rd
Jonesborough,TN 37659

7/29/98

J.8. DOE

Commercial Light Water Reactor Proiect
Attn: Steven Schinki

FPOE 44539

Washington, DG 20026-1539

RE: Response to mailing 7/15/98

Gentlemsn:

I am sorry I was unaware of the comment period whieh I
could have overlooked. T imagine a response at this time wonld
be to no avail. As a response at anytime freom a non influential
taxpayer such as our family, is in ny opinion to no avail.

For what it is worth, DOE & TVA should not mix power
generating with weapons production. FPlus how many times will
we need to destroy the world. 1Is not the old technology that
used Flutonium and Uranium to destroy Nagasaki and Kirecshima
sufficient to destroy our next target? Is the tritium use only
job security as it only last a short while?

This stuff is way over my head but I personally detest
the waste that goes on at both mgencies. When I see my small
savings account deplated for taxes. Then hear stories of
Westinghouss scaking the govt for 4 billion over 4 yrs to start
a reactor at Savannah River and 100 million fer a ccoling tower
that was used for only three months., Plus hiring soviet Nuclear
Engineers to keep them from going to work for some other country.

All these effortes to show strength to would be attackers
from foreign countries may be a waste of time if the unrest
within the U.8. is overlooked, The projected cost of 384m will
be exceeded by who knows how much.

We work hard, try to live right and be honest enough to
pay for our fair share of being 2 U3 eitizen and it hurts deeply
when we see all the waste and injustices that takes place.

I ask you to please become a productive member of our sccisty
and stop flescing the taxpayers. When you are lobbying to spend
these millions, billions. Please think of our family who shops
at yard sales for clothing for our kids and raises a garden

and cens feod for winter. Not because we necessarily have to
but because it is being a good steward of the money that has

1/01.09

2/01.01

3/23.13

Sjuswndog juswwo)d
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%een entrusted toc us by Geod.

Commentor No. 7: Nathan Coggins (Cont'd)

How much greater is your

responsibility to be frugal with hard working taxpayers money.

Sincerely,

Nathan Coggins

I | 3 (cont'd)

COMMERCIAL LIGHT W

CTOR PROJECT

TER REA

Commentor No. 8: Charles.FEvans

COMMENT FORM

The Deparument of Energy is interested in your comments on the Draft Environmental Impact
Statement for the Production of Tritium in a Commercial Light Water Reactor.

There are several ways to provide comments on this document and these include:

attending public mestings and giving vour « faxing your comments to 1-800-631-0612
comments directly to DOE officials * comumenting via the World Wide Web site
weturning this comment form to the hitp:/fwww.dp.doe.gov/dp-62

registration desk at the meeting calling toll-free and leaving your commen
returning this comment form or other written via votce mail, 1-800-332-0801
comments to the address on the back

.

s

Thaok you for yoeur input. Please use additional sheets if necessary and atiach them to this form.

s
Name: { /grﬂéﬁ- 7 s {optional)

Organization:__Burfe; qpeabonis Lol #L¥  (hafl 74

Address: _325 & 23/
City: _H rldas gonr 4 State: __/J4 Zip Code: _3% 757
Work phone:”_413 = 757 gaeo0 Horae phone: _ 254 #5742 v9%

Fax:

E-Mail Address: _CAwed £V @ B 50aTh Mo

4198

1/07.01
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Commentor No. 9: Leah R. Karpen

100 Charlette St 2803 Phone: 3282545400

leahR Kamen -~ Fi e
28501 email

Wednesday, August 12, 1998

Mr. Stephen M. Schinki, Director

Office of Commercial Light Water
Reactor Production

P.0. Box 44539

Washington, DC 20026-1539%

TDer Mr. Schinki:
Production of Tritium

When I received your letler of July 15, 1998, Twas appalled to learn that plans are
proceeding for producing iritium, Further, to produce it in commercial light water
reacinrs gnes against national policy, which separates military production from
coinercial.

There has been no castablished need for tritium. The United States should be reducing
its nmclear stockpiles rather than adding to or replenishing them.

Therefore, I appose the project in totality.

Sincerely yours,

P S I W

Leah R, Karpen\

P18, Please send me notice of neetings on the dralt ELS.

” 1/01.09

I‘ 2/02.01

Commentor No. 10: Rick Paschal

COMMENT FORM

The Department of Energy is interested in your comments on the Draft Environmental Impact
Starement for the Production of Tritium in a Commercial Light Water Reactor.

There are several ways to provide comments on this document and these include:

COMMERCIAL LIGHT WATER REACTOR PROJEC

attending public meetings and giving your « faxing your comments to 1-800-631-0612
comments directly te DOE officiais = commenting via the World Wide Web site:
returning this comment form te the http:/fwww.dp.doe.govidp-62

registration desk at the meeting calling toll-free and leaving your comments
returning this comment form or other writien via voice mail, 1-800-332-0801

comments to the address on the back

Comments: _ "/ vapetd g Low s ﬁmﬂ.ﬁyg_ch_
g el AET, o

[ SRRy RO .| b Pl gl 2

At 2o Lpmpfiods .dA“’-:*nqz ey b gaes T ,ﬂw «
SFerided e of Lol ﬁﬁq S mn—v&., (o 2he /C-au-.fezgud
v A T R T T T -
Stseliniire! ey & afil el #Mz{L P mf.‘i_ %

Z N Waf._“ B
e~ e T T RPN LS Y 24 _44-”?:.‘(5’:_ ¥
Ifiricien g Dpde goloeners viopad Towm. ‘o o '
P Y SRede -
i‘/éa kot A A A LA A_,«—«w] (E'««U'
gt i o L aend ,«oc-.{ Gt o e Py
‘-eL"i:.«:‘.—»Z' (o 2 R oLl } Lty e & i
L Cpeectige i Pl - J 4:/1J ,{{ Lo ‘/- f

=251

TR T SRS | ,drw.t( Az

LN S 1 B R

"m

L e
/{L(/&L«/g ot

327, [

Thank you for your input. Please use additional sheets if necessary and attach them to this form.

Name: ke FAscrnte éoptionaly
Organization: £, &= = 43§

Address: L7 oo AP

City: o Jo itz State: _4e. Zip Code. 35 7 &4~
Work phone: 257 g7 Home phone: _25% - &5 7- 77+ 7

Fax: 268 - £5 7T G ]

E-Mail Address: & Fidseridt (o ,-{J_,-wxhlu YA

TidiGh

1/07.03

Sjuswndog juswwo)d
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Commentor No. 1: Sharon & Gerry Thomas, Jr

COMMERCIAL LIGHT WATER REACTOR PROJECT

The Department of Energy is interested in your comments on the Draft Environmental Impact
Swaternent for the Production of Tritium in a Commercial Light Water Reacror.

There are several ways to provide comments on this document and thesc include:

attending public meetings and giving vour = faxing your comments to 1-80G0-631-0612
comments directly to DOE cofficials « commenting via the World Wide Web site:
retumning this comment form to the hitp:fwww.dp.doe. gov/dp-62

registration desk at the meeting calling toll-free and leaving your comments
returning this comment form or other written via volce mail, 1-800-332-0801

comments to the address on the back

1/07.06

|| 2/14.04
I| 1(cont'd)

Thank you for your input, Please vse additional sheets if necessary and attach them to this form.

: %0?% Aﬁ N {optional)
Qrganization: ——- 4 U3 [
Addresss MY O D Fd ¥J
Ciyialedt B ek State: 8, Zip Code: 35T, |»
‘Work phone: Home phone{ - - -
Fax:

E-Mail Address:

T8

Commentor No. 12: Joyce Coffey

Comments Received via “800" Number

Datc: Aug 31, 1998 (T:08pm)
Name: Jovee Cottey
Organization; | -
Address: 624 "Chalsey" Road 141 D
‘ Hollywood, AL 35752
Phone #: (256) 437-8027
Fax #:

Comment #:

Comment:

I'm calling to make a statermnent against teitium at Bellefonte. Tam a school teacher that
teaches on the mountain above Hollywood and 1 live near Hollywood. Any, any, any
chance of radioactivity being loose in the area is unacceptable--our jobs are not needed
that badly. If we need jobs and need 1o use the plant which has sat idle lor a number of
years, the natural gas project would be the only acceptable way to go for the residents of
this area. We were told when a paper-mill moved into the area that we would have no
smog and no odor; however, in our beautiful valley, when there's fog, we have odor. We
certainly do not need another plune to desecrate this beautitul valley. Thank you.

|| 1/.07.03
|| 2/14.04
|| 3/07.06
|| 4/10.01
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Commentor No. 13: Suzanne Marshall

Seplember 15, 1998

U.S Depantment of Energy

Commerciat Light Water Reactor Project Office
Attne Mr. Stephen Sohinki

P.0O. Box 44539

Washington, DC 26026-4539

Dear Mr Sohink,

1 write in opposition to productien of tritium in any T'VA commercial light waler reactor it the
U.S. Your Draft Environmental Impact Statement on the Preduction of Tritium in 2 Cemmercial
Light Water Reactor does not protect completaly the health of the public or 1he environment from
the effects of tritium, a radicactive form of water that can flow through the food chain, ermit
radiation imo ecosystems, plants, animals and humans [ can then cause vancers, genetic
mutations and problems in unbom babies There 15 4o safe dose. The only way to avoid the lethal
effects of tritium and other nuclear wastes is to halt all production of these substances and their
waste. AND since all of the DOE’s former tritivm production plants have had accidents rasalting
in leaks into the environment, there is no doubt that commercial reactors inherently unsuited for
weapons production will leak and destroy the Termessee River, the Tennesses Valley and our
lives.

Tritivre production is not needed.  Tritium from old warheads can be recycled which will serve to
maintain sur arseaal until 2015, With cantinued arms negotistions, cven loss tritium will be
needed in the future. Centainly, conunercial reactors were not designed fur any phase of weapons
praduction. Producing tritium &t commercial plants like at Bellefonte, AL or Waits Barr, TN
would lead to increased safety and security issues that cannet be adequatety addressed

1implore you fo halt plans for tritium production in any TVA or any commercial reactor. It is not
safe and it will violate the Atomic Evergy Act, the intent of which was to keep commercial and
muclear power separate for reasons of non-profiferation, safety and security.

Sincerely,

: | / .",7
g A e Al
Sulanne Marshall

700 Bth Avenue NE
Jacksonville, Al 36265

256-782-0424

1/14.04

2/15.03

|| 3/02.01
4/22.01

I| 2(cont'd)
|| 5/01.09

Commentor No. 14: Peter Gray

Peter I.. Gray
P. O. Box 368
Aiken, $C 295801

October 16, 1598

T Reactor”™

“Production of Tritium in a Ccmmercial Ligh
draft D{OES SIS - 288D

There are three reasons for not using 2 Comimercial Light Water Reactor to make tritium,
Non- i jop is the first reason. We should set an example for the world not 10 make weapons
in civilian facilities. Tt is 1.8, policy that separation. of civil and military facililies be maintained.

We accept the concept of peace coming from war. but not the reverse. Using facilities otiginafly
developed for milivary missions later on for clviliar purposes is acoeplable. In this EIS, DOE ciles
four examples of this:

»  “N-Reactor al Hanford™ started life as a military facility 1o make plutonium and later make
clectricity. This is not comparable o converting a civilian LWR to make witiom,

« “Thc dual use pature of the U.S. enrichmen( yrogram™ Tt made U-235 for hombs. Later, it
supphicd civilian LWRs and research reactors.

»  ~The use of defense program phutenium prod iclien reactors 10 produce radio-isotopes for civilian
purpuses” Radic-isotopes are a beon to ¢ivil an life in the LS.

»  “The sale ol tritium produced in defense reac ors in the U.S. commerciy iel” Sell-powered
2xit lights on airerafl to guide passengers in a1 emergency and other civilian nscs come from
these sales.

All of these go in the “military-w-civilian™ directior . Notice thut DOE docs not cite any vxample of
going in the “civilian-to-military” direction.

All DOF does on the nen-proliferation 15 use rather logalistic, hairsplitting lunguage to say it's okay.
The bible says in Tsaiah 2-4: “they shall beat their « words into plowshares.”

Can you imagine Lelling Nerth Korea to end their naclear weapons program, giving them two CLWRS
if they do so and then we make tritiwm n a U.8. CLWR? What ahout setting examples for Pakistan,
Tndlia and other counwics? We need to espausc actions on a high moral, ethical plans. We must not
use legalistic loapholes w atiempt 1o justify what w¢ and DOE both know is wrong.

DHOE must not use any U.S. Commercial Light Wa er Reactor for future (ritium production, whether
owned by a private company or by the TVA, whos: whole histoty is one of civilian projects. Sure,
the TV A sold electricity to the Ouk Ridge Gaseous Diffusion Plant, hut other vendors sold pipe.
congrele, motors, instruments, etc. Doing so does 1ot wm them into military facilities. The
ownership of TVA by the U.S. government docs nc t justify calling a TVA reactor a military
installagton, nor does the question of who bought its electnicity.

Licensing Delays is the sccond reason. When the AEC was split wp in the 1970s, production went
10 DOE. NRC got licensing and oversight of civilian facilities. One facet of the split was o not
hamstring our militury complex with licensing issues and delays. The civilian nuclear electric mdustry
is rife with NRC delays. What makes the DOE thir k chat the NRC will not delay any DOE detense
programs assigned to a CLWR?

Wotice that thesc first two teasons for not using a CLWR apply only to a CLWR bus not o the
aceclerator. 1t is not encumbered with either non-p-oliferation issues or licensing problems,

1/01.09

2/21.05
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Commentor No. 14: Peter L. Gray (Cont'd)

The thirgd reason to reject the CLWR,, and DOE'«. other option, the accelerator, is discussed
immediately below. It applies equally w both of thase options,

Cast is the third reason. The CLWR might cost about $2 billion or more and the accelerator about
$2.5104.5 billion. K cost is to be the real diserimiaator, the DOE owns another, considerably less
expensive tritium production concept. One that will cost ahout $600 million. Or less than 1/3 of either
of the DOL’s current choices.

DOFE recently smted:

“The department is committed to doing a con prehensive, unbiased analysis of the vardous
oplions for triliurn production. Then-Acung ecretary Moler insisted that the decision be
made on its merits (underlines are mine)."”

DGR 15 studying the CLWR and aceelerajor, but th2y own a third option and are ignoring it Tt was
invented in Janvary 1992 but was covered up by th: SRS prime contractor. Tt never received a roview
of its merits:

I. Safetv The unit is passively sate. It eliminats or reduces significanty all Design Basis and
Severs Accldenis.

2. Smed! It would require about 20 acres compared o 500 for the acceleratnr.
3. Proven Al parts of the design have been proven through many vears ol use in the nuclear field.

4. Environmentally Friendly Tt would use abow 15 MW of eleetric input, not 600 with the
accelerator, thus generating considerably few ar greenhouse pases.

5. Lowest Cost Four comparabie designs have been costed. Extrapolation indicatcs about $600
millien for thiz unit.

6. Radiopharmaceutical Production This unit c.m make all the radioisotopes the U.S, desires and
now huys from Canada hecause we've never had that capacity within our borders.

Fulluwing an E18-0161 meeting in April 1995, DOE commitied in jts ETS answers In Octaber 1995 10
consider this design. But they have not dome so. Ta conversations with sentor persons, I've lcarned
that most do not even know of i1s existence. I've requested objective, technicaliy-based, independent,
ron-biased reviews of it. The requests have heen ¢ enjed.

As a taxpayer, T object. Iehallenge the DOE ta fol ow through on ils 1995 commitment 1o this unit. 1t
deserves a full review. It should be used for new tiuum producton in the U.S. Tis cost is (he lowest.

Final Nop-Frotiferation Comment Special Nuclear Material (88M) includes ‘:ubhl"-cnnched
uranium and plutonium but not witiam. Tritium is called “by-product” material. DOE rests part of its
case on the basis ol this definition 10 say using u C/WR is not conteary to non-proliferation policy.
This is a very specious argument. All nuclear weaons in the U.S. arsenal need g fissile component
{cither uranium or plutonivm), They also need a fusion componenl, tritium; that is why DOE is
planning 1 make more. Semamic definitions cut no ice. Sure, tritium is pot fissile, but it does
undergo fusion. Whal, really, is the ditference? Call ritinm SNM. Step playing word games.

Conclysion Non- prolucratlon issues, possible lic :nsing dn.laya and cost dictate against 8 CLWR.
Low cost also dictates against the aceelerator. Low cost certainly favors SRS and the 1992 design.

8o, is it 2 billion for TV A, 2.5 biltion for an accelesator or 600 million for this DOE-owned idea?

Use the SRS with nearly 45 years of irilium experk nee where we are ready w serve the nation again:
capably, safcly, citicienty, cost-etfectively and in i.n environmentally sound manner,

Fler §@/

Sinvercly.

3/04.02

1(cont'd)

I| 3(cont'd)

and Editor

Commentor No. 15: Betty Hasty

‘ﬂ:ﬂ ;41( i

259-1020 Ext. 25 Sunday, August 30, 1998
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COMMENT FORM

The Department of Bacrgy is interesied in your comments on the Draff Emidronmental impact

Suarement for the Production of Tritium in o Commercial Light Warer Reactor.

There are several ways 10 provide comments on this document snd these include:

atiending public meetings and giving your * faxing your comments to 1-800-631-0612

comments directly to DOE officials * commenting via the World Wide Web site:
= returning this cornmest form to the heipuferww.dpados.govidp-62
registration desk a the mseting = calling toli-free and leaving your comments

reuzmning this comment form or other written via voice mall, 1-800-332-0301
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COMMERCIAL LIGHT WATER REACTOR PROJECT

Commentor No. 16: Cameron G. Sherer

COMMENT FORM

The Department of Energy is interested in your comments on the Draft Environmenial Impacr
Statement for the Production of Tritium in a Commercial Light Water Reactor.

There are several ways to provide comments ¢n this document and these include:

+ attending public meetings and giving your + faxing your cormments to [-800-631-0612
comments directly to DOE officials + commenting via the World Wide Web site:
* returning this comment form to the hiep://www. dp.doe.gov/dp-62

calling toll-free and leaving your comments
via voice mail, 1-800-332-0801

registration desk at the meeting
returning this comment form or other written
comments to the address on the back
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Thank you for your input. Please use additional sheets if necessary and attach them to this Tarm.

¥
Name: { eimrioy & SHerer (optional)
Organization:_bpghle o Aovie Svpnnmh fhver Ca,
Address; S8 394 Hard, AP r R
City: Evgng : State: _ Fa Zip Code: Fofa?
Work phone: (037 9.4~ 475y Home phone: _{xp) 587 9489
Fax:
E-Mail Address:
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Commentor No. 17: Anonymous

COMMENT FORM

The Dep of Boergy Is i d in your ats ot the Draft Envirommental impact
Statement for the Froduction of Tritium in a Commaercial Light Water Reactor.

There are several ways 1o provide com! on this d and thesc inchude;

anending public meetings and giving your + faxing your cornments 2o 1-800-631-0612

comments directly to DOE officials + commenting via the World Wids Web site:
= metming this comment form to the hetp:Awww.dp.dos.gov/dp-62

Tegistration desk at the meeting + calling toll-free and leaving your comments
* rcluming this cormment form or othe writttn via voice mail, 1-800-352-0801

comnments to the address on the back

1/07.03

2/14.04

Thank yeu for year input. Flease use additionnl sheals if nereceary and attach them to this feres.

Name: {optional)
Orgpnization: :

Address:

City: .5 Catlshere St JJL-  ZipCode ZX96é 7
‘Work phone: Home phone:
Fax:
E-Mail Address:

il to: -
1.5, Department of Energy, Commercial Light Water Reactor Prwect Office,
ATTN: Stephen Sohinki
P.O. Box 44539,
Washington, D.C., 20026-4539
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COMMERCIAL LIGHT WATER RE:

Commentor No. 18: Elizabeth R. Brown

'COMMENT FORM

The Department of Energy is interested in your comments on the Draft Environmental frnpact
Statement for the Production of Tritium in a Commercial Light Warer Reactor:

There are several ways to provide comments on this document and these include:

.

atiending public meetings and giving your + faxing your comments to 1-800-631-0612
comments directly to DOE offictals
returning this comment form to the
registration desk at the meeting

returning this comment form or other written
comments 1o thc address on the back

* commenting via the World Wide Web site:
hitp:/fwww.dp.doe. govidp-62

calling toll-free and lcaving your comments
via voice mail, 1-800-332-08C1

.
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Thank vou for your mpui P)Zas‘e use addmonal sheets if ne%essary and éiﬁ—ch them 1o this forun.

Dame: /,mx. ﬁ /’?é/,q./‘z L f@’/h:{i '/J/ f_u,f/ i l.'r‘ {optional)

Orgamzﬂnén ﬂf/ fid f’ 7 "u‘:'g T il A
Address: LAY gt Afrr‘ .
C1Ly,(’/rﬂ-,<§q.raf S tato ) o ZFGLT
‘Work phone: = Homne phona{:f 'f‘} 7{ 7 'C£
Fax: Lo
E-Mail Address: R ear] :
".7,-{ (”IEJ 495
Iy

1/04.01
2/08.01

3/18.08

2(cont'd)
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Commentor No. 19: R. C. Dawson

COMMENT FORM

The Department of Energy is interested in your comments on the Draft Environmenial impacr
Statement for the Production of Tritium in @ Commaercial Light Water Reactor.

There are several ways to provide comments on this document and these inglude:

kY

attending public meetings and giving your + faxing your comments to 1-800-631-0612

comments directly to DOE officials ~ commenting via the World Wide Web site:

.

teturning this comment form to the
regisisation desk at the meeting

returning this comment form or other written
comments o th dress on the back

hiep:/Awww.dp.doe.gov/dp-62

via voice mail, 1-800-332-0801

calling wll-free and leaving your comments

THAT deddutis) AT S FUTVE SR e O TR

AL B T

Thank you for your input. Please use additional sheets(if na ry and attach them to this form.
ke

I

Name:_ é K hwoon = ,&(J/‘/ {optionaly
Organization:_ Las Angeles CA 00261833
Address:
City: State: Zip Code:
Work phone: Home phone:
Fax:
E-Mail Address:
98

1/01.01
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Commentor No. 20: Joan O. King

COMMENT FORM

The Departenent of Energy is interested in your comments on the Draft Envirernmenial Impact
Statement for the Production of Tritium in a Commercial Light Water Reacton

There are several wgys to provide comments on this document and these include:

attending public meetings and giving your * faxing your comments to 1-800-631-0612
comments directly to DOE officials = commenting via the World Wide Web site:
returning this comment form to the httpef/www. dp.doe govidp-62

registration desk at the meeting calling toll-free and leaving your conments
returning this comment form or other writren via voice mail, 1-800-332-0801

comments to the address on the back

C \i

| have followed nuclear Issues for a number of years and have a fairly extensive
layman’s knowledge of what is involved. | am very concerned at any move on the part
of our government that violate lines set up by President Eisenhower at the end of
World War If separating commercial and miiitary nuclear programs. 1 am not ’

convinced there is any pressing need far tritium. Future military needs can be handled I‘ 2/02.01
within the military establishment. '

1/01.09

Thaok you for your input. Please use additional sheets if mecessary amd attach them o this form.

Name: Joun & Kina

(optional)

Organization:_ AWy » S rwees

Address: So¢. . Alamer Dnwe

City: Soustes. State: __ A4 Zip Code: _zp5 7/
‘Work phone: 765 - 275~ 3957 Home phone: __ sopme

Fax: same

E-Mail Address: Ufoavi k @ _ slbc-pet

TSR
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cr and Editor

Commentor No. 21: MrsW. H. Robinson

259-1020 Ext. 25 Sunday, August 30, 1998
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COMMENT FORM

The Departawsnt of Energy is intecested in yor comments on te Dra/t Environmensal Impoci
Staiement for the Producrion of Tririum in & Commercial Light Warer Reactor,

There are several ways to provide comments on this document wod these inclade:

= attending public meetings and giving your * faxing your comments co 1-800-631-0612

comments directly to DOE officials * porumenting via e World Wids Web aite:
= refufning thiz comment form to the htpsAywarAp doe gov/dp-62
gistration desk at the meeting * calling toll-free and leaving your comments

+ returning this commeat furma or other written vig voice mail, 1-800-332-03801

cRurraenits o the address on the back

O —— . .
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Thank you for your lnput. st addidy thoets i nececaary mmd sttuch themy Lo ihis form.
SN ey, ‘
Name: _F AT 40 8T NOGtomaz oy’ ptional]
- Prigep 0 .
Address: /7 Rl ol o LNE S
Gty @le'e Ak pafle A7, S ip Code: .
Work ponc: o Home phone: ,15(/3«_5'75,:\.:,
Fax: Robi .
E-Mail Addreamsg Skytiime Sbores Drive
Scotiaborn, AL 15768
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1/02.01
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'ATER REACTOR PROJECT

COMMERCIAL LIGHT W

Commentor No. 22: C. S. Sanford

COMMENT FORM

The Department of Energy is interested in your comments on the Draft Environmental Impact
Staternent for the Production of Tritium in a Commercial Light Water Reacrtor.

There are several ways to provide comments on this document and these include:

.

attending public meetings and giving your « faxing your comments to 1-800-631-0612

comments directly to DOE officials * commenting via the World Wide Web site:

returning this comment form to the
registration desk at the meeting
returning this comment form or other written

hap/Awww.dp.doe.gov/dp-62

.

via voice mail, 1-800-332-0801

calling toll-free and leaving your comments

comments to the address on the back
FLT At with Bon }
4 © milen o

C a. 2 Dar 2
g 55

1/14.07

2/11.08

Thauk you for your input. Pleasc use additional sheets if necessary and attach them to ¢his form,

Name: d 5— 5@{1 4—"&

(Gpticnal}
Organization: =44
AMWe
City: crpile State: 77/ Zip Code:
Work phone: Home phone: br5 -3 93 HE2S
Fax:

E-Mail Address:

a9

.IAL LIGHT WATER REACTOR PROJECT

COMMLI

Commentor No. 23: Bob Schowalter

COMMENT FORM

The Department of Energy is interested in your commenis on the Draft Environmenial impact
Statement for the Production of Tritium in a Commercial Light Water Reactor.

There are several ways to provide comnunents on this <ocument and these include:

attending public meetings and giving your + faxung your comments to 1-800-631-0612
comments directly to DOE officials commenting via the World Wice Web site:
returning this comment form io the hitp:/fwww.dp.doe.govidp-62 '
registration desk at the meeting calling 1oll-free and leaving yonr comments
retuming this comment form or other wriren via voice mail. 1-800-332-0801

comments to the address on the back

Comments: _ T have reviewed the dveft &L aod fusa
a,  litHe DiF oabour  -whe pregesal for TVA o use
Botls foute AL fo predvce frifigm for Dog

.

.

Tt _ Seewig o me thaot (+ jo The (sgcal way fo _go .
Bolicfoute i o qevt fecili'ty with 7 bl of dolavs
afr iMve . Ve . F Wi ess

= e ; Baife 1/07.03
Thoopm _ the other alferaf-fipe. Chs D™ tN{l ge-t a
Shavre ol,f the poier  resomves, v oy U rpcmmic
Staed o int ¥ seeans To byfgv de aw obviows chelie,
L Fuowt THere ave other Comgideva-tiias . The {fhef radg
wipwld  Aave T ke Tamcported o S C. Tb rewere
the fhtiuws , ag T vudesstond aved Fhis  copuld Fn— 2/18.01
Yo fve  Sevwe pisge, T thivlk  fhe ey  wWeouid _have to be .
fromsportel Stwe whe P b hispos peng B N
Hungwl  bswd  mmuch addy fismal sk iS5 inve fved, 1 suderstnad
theve ave polifical considerstoms (avelvig the ute of & Com—

¥ ey for  mafurg e Pt So what ! TvA is 3/07.02

Au  curga Tune gva T4 e sk

v ml urgs o Suppert a e euer 89 ¢y g
far mmsve b, SC Yeavg.
Thank you for your input. Please use additional sheets if necessacy and attach them to this form.
Neme:  (Fo b Schowaites (optional)

* Organization:__ TVA

Address: __ {1 &o%  Aid buwst  De.

City: _ #nexpitie State: _TAS Zip Code: __ 37922
Work phone: (¢23) 673 -~ 2267 Home phone: __ (#23 bbb~ bolk

Fax: 2y [ wevi)

E-Maif Address:

R5 T was an AVAC de;;jm eugieer v Fellefonte “tany prans
age, od I Fhk (1'% w Shawe Te ot vie & vafvable aset Ee Golkfd,
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Commentor No. 24: Denny R. Stiefel

COMMENT FORM

The Department of Energy is interested in your comments on the Draft Environmental Impact
Statement for the Production of Tritium in a Commercial Light Water Reacior.

There are several ways to provide comments on this document and these include:

= attending public meetings and giving your + faxing your comments 1o 1-800-631-0612
comments directly to DOE officials commenting via the World Wide Web site:
refurning this comment form to the titp/fwww.dp.doe.gov/dp-62

registration desk at the meeting calling toll-free and leaving your comuments
returning this comment form or other writien via voice mail, 1-800-332-0801

comments to the address o the back

-J/ W= »/ ﬁ,s IOy D
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COMMERCIAL LIGHT WATER REACTOR PROJECT

/‘\x_,»//ﬁuémnji ) miﬂ}z['mj[,x ,P o P el s 2
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Thaunk you for your input. Please use additional sheets if necessary and attach them to this ferm.
N 1 .

Name: —|</ iyl AN (optional)

Orga.nization: i ' [ 2 AP i 3

Address: /il "7 4 -

City: by por, e State: g /. Zip Code: 7575

Work phone: '34/ w7 —L7 Home phore: [} TE 6D Ly

Fax:

E-Mail Address:

TS

Commentor No. 25: Rhonda D. Wght, M.D.
Rhonda D. Wright, M. D.

Phone (134) 2864894
e-mail rdwright@aol com

3363 Narrow Lane Road
Montgomery, AL 36111-1507

‘September 06, 1995

Mr. Stephen Sohinki

U. S, Department of Encrgy

Commeircial Light Water Reactor Project Office
P. 0. Box 44539

Washingtan, D. C. 20026-453%

Dear Mr. Schinks:

This letter is in opposition to the proposal 1o use the TVA’s unfinished Bellefonte
plant, or any other commercial nuclear reactor, for the production of tridum. 1 regard
this as a dangerous and highly undesirable course of action for several reasons.

The first is the ability of tritium as an isotope of hydrogen to combine with oxygen and
make a radiovactive form of water, which can then become incorporatcd into all parts
of the human body including DNA. In concert with the DOE’s demonstrated inability
to prevent tritium-releasing accidents at its other production tacilities, there is a
near-certainty that tritium production at the Belicfonte plant would resultin
radioactive contamination of the Tennessee River and in a scrionsly increased risk of
cancer and birth defects to those whose drinking water is derived from this river. Such
accidents are all the mere likely to accur at a facility which was not designed Lur this
purpose from the beginning.

1/15.02

The second reason is that production of tritium at a commereial nuclear plant will

result in the production of much more nuclear waste -- three tmes more high-level
waste than the plant would produce under normal operating conditions, by the DOE’s §| 2/17.02
own cstimate, and at least 50% more low-level waste as well. Disposal of nuclear

waste Is already a serious problem, one which this proposal can only cxacerbate. 3/16.05
The third reason is that production of tritium in a commercial facility violates the

spisit, if not the letter, of the Atomic Energy Act and sets a bad precedent with regard

@ entanglement of civilian and military nuclear facilities. This action witl make 4/01.09

meaningless the opposition of the ULS, to the use of civilian plants for weapons
produetion by such eountrics as Irag, North Korea, India, and Egypt.

.Mﬁ P

onda D. Wright, M.D.

Sincerely,
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9T-¢

COMNVERCINLETIGHT WATER REACTOR PROJI

Commentor No. 26: Nate Schwenk

COMMENT FORM

The Depurtment of Energy is intcrested 1o your commenis o the Draft Environmeniad fmpact
Statement for the Production of Tritumm in o Commercial Light Waier Reactor:

and these includ

There are several ways to provide cf on this &

+ attending public mectings and grving your » faxing yowr oowments o 1-500-631-061.2
comments directly to DOE officials o gommenting via the World Wide Web site:

Itpeiiwerww.dp doe.gov/dp-62

ealling toll-free and isaving your comments

via voice mail, 1-800-332-0801

+ returning thus comment form to the
registration desk at the meeting

+ returning this comment fomm or other written
comments to the address on the back

i
1/06.03
= L
T a gt 2/09.01
3/07.03

Thank o For your taput Fease ase addilioual sheets i necessary aid itach vhen to this form.

wame: _ Aate, Sehwesd” _togtiopal
Nams: 112

T

sware: /) Zip Code: D738
Home phons: _£23 3 S 26/2

TR

COMMERCIAL LIGHT WATER REACTOR I;.’R( JE

Commentor No. 27: Jeffrey Belcher

COMMENT FORM .

The Department of Energy is interested in your comments on the Draft Environmenia! Impact
Statement for the Production of Tritium in a Commercial Light Warer Reactor.

There are several ways to provide commenis on this decument and these include:

» attending public meetings and giving your « faxing your comments to 1-800-631-0612
comments directly to DOE officials commenting via the World Wide Web site:
* retumning this comment form to the hitp/fwew.dp.doe govidp-62
registrarion desk at the meeting calling toll-free and leaving vour comments
+ retwning this comment form or other written via votee mail, 1-800-332-0801
comments to the address on the back

Comments: Thank you for the opportunity to provide comments on
this document. The effects on highway facilitles from transportation

oFf the Hazardous Materiel waes adeguately addressed, As a suggestion

the—o pt =shontd dnclude how a snssible spill during

trapepnrration wonld he dealt with and also what wonuld ba tha

Ampart to puhlic health 1Ff = pitt did sceour on our kighyavs

Thank yoa for your input. Please use additional sheets if necessary and attach them to $his form,

Name: {(optional}
Organization: Federal Highwav adpicnistration {(FHWA)
Address: _245 Cumberland Bend Or.

City: Nashviile State: __TIK

Zip Code; 37228

Work phone: _(615) 736-752¢9 Home phone:

Fax: _{615) 736-5467

E-Mail Address: . .
feffrey e TheTE fhvadotee

T

1/18.09
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R REACTOR PROJECT

Rl
Y

T'E

COMMERCIALLIGHT W

* Organization:,

Commentor No. 28: Anonymous (1)

COMMENT FORM

The Department of Energy is interested in your comments on the Draft Envirormentat Impact

Szarement for the Production of Trisiwm in a Commercial Light Water Reactor:

There are several ways 1o provide comments on this document and these include:

attending public meetings and giving vour + faxing your comments to 1-800-631-0612

comments directly te DOE officials + cormmenting via the World Wide Web site:

refurning this comment form to the
registration desk at the meeting
returning this comment form or other writien via voice mail, 1-800-332-0801
comments to the address on the back

hitprfiwww.dp.doe.gov/dp-62

.

caliing toll-free and leaving your comments

Thank you for your input. Please use addltional sheets if necessary and attack them to this form.

Name:

(optional)

Address:

Ciry: Siate: Zip Code:

Work phone: Home phone:

Fax:

E-Mail Address:

TrAE

1/07.02

Commentor No. 29: John dcker

Comments Received via “800" Number

Date: 6/23/98 (7:19pm)

Name: John Tucker

Organization: | Athens Limestone Medical Associates in North Alabama

Address: No address given

Phone #: No phone/fax number given T
Fax #:

Comment #:

Comment:

I am tetally against your plan 1o slart a tritium reactor at Bellefonte near Scottsbore, AL,
1 think you are going w poisen the entite environment. T think vou need to take your
little praject elsewhere.

‘Thank you.

1/10.03

Sjuswndog juswwo)d
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“Phone B: 256-T5T-505R

Commscal #:

Commentor No. 30: Jim Sexton

Comments Received via “800" Number

[ T1017 Kaln Road 47
Floremce, AL 35634

Fax ¥:

Commenl:

[ am calling %o make & commend on the idea of making this ritium a0 the Bellefonte mie
[ am totally agains il for many ressons, ome of which is the safety of people ancsd s
arva sl also bocaese | do mod believe in making weapons of war. | teénk
would be & big mistake.

i thene

I‘ 1/14.04
I‘ 2/01.01

Commentor No. 31: Kennetl/. Crase

Arst Nang M Lasl Namw
Kenneth W Crase

Technical Adviscr, Health Physics Technology
Westinghouse Savannah River Company

Addrosy
Bldg. 707-48B
Savannah River Site

Statsor Previes  Postal Code Coantry Email Afigrass
Aiken 5C 29808- kenneth crase@
Home Phioae Work Phone Work Extension  Fax Number
803-652-7892
Data Updatad
8i27/98 12:03:20 PM
Nates

| do not disagree with the assessments of impacts contained within the Draft
E!S for the Production of Tritium in a Commercial Light Water Reactor, including
those for radiation expasures fo workers and the public  However, | do believe
there is al least one area where costs may not have been folded in to your
assessment: The commercial reactor industry does not already possess the
infrastructure and experience in dealing with the magnitude of tritium
comamination and exposures. To achigve the low radiation exposura impact you 1/14.08
have indicated in the draft EIS, additional resources and experience would have
ta be obtained to adequalely handle the changes in the worker and =nviron-
mental radiation protection programs, There may be other similar anciflary
areas of cost impact not dealt with in the draft EIS. | recommend you fold
these suppor costs inta your evatuation of commercial reaclor generation of
tritium versus other means of production.
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Commentor No. 32: Alexis Zigler

firat Kame M Lss1 Name Title
Alexis Zigler
Organizatien
Addross
3608 Clark Drive
Statsor Provinca  Postal Coda Comntry Einall Ardress
Sarasata FL 34234- UsA lexusS 1@juno co
Hama Phene Wark Piwng Work Extension  Fax Musher
941-351-3570
Date Dpdated

8/25/95 11:13:21 AM

The light water project is a violation of the Atomic Energy Act. It 1s not legal lo be producing weapons grade material
in

commercial nuciear facilities.

The United States cannol credibly preach nuclear non-proliferation to natiens such as india and Pakistan while

continuing ta develop our own nuctear stockpile. Our actions in this regard anly increase the likelyhood that nuciear

weapons will be used in the future, whether by {errorists or by govemments.

The light water program alsa represents an increased Ikelihood of environmental cantamination. YWe need 1o he
maoving

as quickly a¢ possible to non-polluting energy sources, not further develeping nuclear energy. The light water
pragram

I8 going to produce materials that will find their way inlo the food chain and cause harmiul effects there.

| am strongly opposed to the program.

Thank you, Alexis Zigler

1/01.09
2/01.04

3/07.05

Commentor No. 33: Mary Stanfill

Comments Received via “800" Number

Date: G/24/98 (8:3]am)
Name: Mary Stanfill
Organization:
Address: - 2422 Tuxedo Drive
Huntsville, AL 335810
| Phone #: '
[ax #:
Comment #: T
Comment:

My concern is that Bellefonte should not be used for anything to do with preducing
anything for warlare and thal the tritium could causc cancer, cause the environment ta be
polluted and I want to encourage people to know that to live by the sword, they must die
by the sword.

1/07.03

‘ 2/14.04
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0c-¢

Commentor No. 34: Robert Sparks

Comments Received via “800" Number

Date: 9/24/98 (8:5%m)

Name: Robert Sparks

Organization:

Address: 59 Prentice Circle, NE
Arab, Al. 35016

Phone #:

Fax #:

Comment #:

Comment:

I'm ealling in relation to the tritium projeet going on in Scottsbore which is about 25
miles [rom me and 1 just wanted to give my comment on it and 1 am not in favar of it
proceeding. Thank vouw.

” 1/07.03

Commentor No. 35: Jackie Ambrose

Comments Received via “800" Number

Comment #:

Date: 9/24/98 (%:02am)
Name: Jackie Ambrose
Organization:
Address: Huntsville, AL

" Phone #: No phone/fax number given
Fax #

Comment:

This is to do with the thing on television about opening the Bellefonte plunt for tritium
gas plunt radinm or whatever - This is to profest it. I'm totally against it. We have
enough to deal with. with the other things we had in this area for years. Thank vou,

1/07.03
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Commentor No. 36: \WD. Scarbrough Commentor No. 37: Jamédiilliam Cod

T¢-¢

Comments Received via “800" Number Comments Received via “800" Number

Date: 0/24/98 (11:0%am) Date: 9/24/98 (11:29am)
Name: W.D. Scarbrough Name: James William Cod
Organization: - Organization: |
Address: 3503 Sparkman Drive, NW Address: 1203 Fern Street

Huntsville, Al. 35810 Athens, AL 35613
Phone#: | 256-852-5330 " Phone #:
Fax # (Fax #:
Comment #: | Comment #:
Comment: Comment:

I'was told or at least [ read ol the lelevision that this was the numbcr to call about the

1/08.02 tritium plant proposed by TVA [or Bellefonte in Jackson County up near Scotishoro, so

that's what I'in really calling about. I'm calling to say that I would not like to sce this 1/10.03
program put into affect on the Tennessee River because T'm afraid of the long-term---

shert-terin it's gonna give employment up there but long-term, I'm afraid of the after

affeets so really that's what ['m calling about.

ncecssarily oppased, but the Department of Energy and other agencies do not have a

Would like information concerning your program on tritium production. 1'm not |
good record in protecting the environment - Savannah River is just but one example.

Sjuswndog juswwo)d
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Commentor No. 38: Steve Abraham

Comments Received via “800" Number

Commentor No. 39: Diane McFarland

Comments Received via “800" Number

Date: 9/24/98 (11:55am)
Name: Steve Abraham
| Organization:
Address: 1115 County Road 358
Thstah, Al 35765
Phone #:
Fax #:

Comment &

Comment:

Yes, 1 just wanted to reply to the Bellefonle where they want to make tritium and [ am

kinda against it because we haven't found out enough information about the tritium to

satisfy my curiosity. 1f you have any information on that, 1 would appreciate some of it.

Thank you.

Diate: U5 (3000
Mame: Dilane MicFarland
Uhrpamizstiom: 1
Acddress: T% Love Branch Read E
] Harvest, AL 35749
Phans #: W phome/Tax number g
Fax ¥
Commeni #; T
Commen:

lam very comcermed whout the Ballefonte Mant being resctivated. | jus don't teink il is &
smart idem. [ ihink dasse things have by long a life span and | resd aboud ihe cancer
rates wp and. .1 werk for Corps of Engineers and we do the enviroamental clean-ups and
cur Project Mamagers are in change of chemical demilstanization that's goesg on in
Johnsion Adall and Umeslle ssd now Srnision 1 jus think we shoeld learn a lessor -
don't make more of this siuff. Annision's bavieg & problem with i seeping Seough the
wells | donT mean i be an alarmist, | just think shere should b anoiber way withost
MmakiEg IJ'IHCME that heve such o beag life span. Qur childeen, we want clean waier,
chesm mar, | just don't think we can keep making this sneff - can't therne be anither wy?
Id like o be infiormed e i 1 2an help cafighten others shout the dangers. 1 don't know
anything ofher than it's got a bong life span and §'s not genna go away when we cresie
thesee things. We can fimd other jobs for people - please. Thank you for kistening and I's
just & ltile citizen. | appeecisle anydvsg you can do. Thank you very much.

1/14.04
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Commentor No. 40: James R. Finley Commentor No. 41: RobelV. Van Wyck

Address ID Number 39 Radiclogical Consultant

Salutation ng. e i,} ’ o T

First Name “rame T o : Robert W. Van Wyck, Gerlified Health {Physicist Tel. 615-373-9176
i N R A s 708 Helmsdate Place, North

Middlr Mnirinl Brertwood, TN 37027

Las Name e Sapt. 20,1998

Title a Staphen M. Schinki, Director

Organizatica — o - CLWR Project Office

Addrrss rhope Drive WWaran, AL 35CLE e e PO Box 44539

c o - Washington DC 20026-4539

Seate or Provinee

Postal Code T Comments On The Draft Epvironmental Impact Statement For The

Countey §";sa ‘ B : Production Of Triti reial Light Water Reac

Emaifdddrens | Einleyimindspring.com T T

Home ¢none {Uplisred T Dear Mr. Sohinki:

Wourk Phone i ( H

Work Extemsion Thank vou for the opportunity to express my comments on the above Draft

Faz Nugibur [T ey EIS in a timely munner. | previously sent comments to you in a letler but
Date Updared [5776/58 TET s A | they were too late to be incorporated in the Draft EIS. For your
Conent T e e TR Tk e information, none have heen adequaiely addressed and should be in the final
that is right for the countzy. If I'VA plant wouid be mare EIS.
coat effective, then for a real change why do we not do whax 1/23.13

will save billisns of dollars and tnen used the saved money

ta & something about the clean up =f all the old facilities?t These SpeCiﬁC comments are:

The global impact frol ati f atomic weapons
ﬂ_n:gug oul the world has not been adequately and honestly addressed and
should be.

Since the beginning of the atomic era, our Country has maintained a
steadfast policy that peacefud uses of nuclear technology will not be used for
manufacture of atomic weapons. Utilization of a C1.WR for tritium 1/01.09
i production is in direct conflict with this policy. If this long standing policy is
changed, it will open the door [or anyone Lo manufacfure atomic weapons
materials from commercial reactors leading to a major increase in atomic
weaponry throughout the world, The potential for this to occur, and any
1 B o S i L resultant impact, should be a tirst consideration for evauatilon in the EIS.

Sjuswndog juswwo)d
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Commentor No. 41: Robert Wan Wyck (Cont'd)

Comments to Schinii, Page 2

The E15 attempts to address this issue in 5.1.5.4 but evades the concerns.
Item 1 in this section says use of a CLWR for tritium production is not
prohibited by law or international treaty. While this may be true, it would
still be in direct contradiction of our long standing policy, practice and stated
intention. For example, how can our country encourage North Korea o
utilize one of our nuclear reactors to produce electricity, as we have done,
and not expect them to follow our proposed example and use it also for
weapons production?

ltem 2 reports the historical use of defense materials and technology for
peaceful uses, Historically, it has been standard practice o utilize technology
developed from defense research for peaceful uses. However, it is clear that
none of these "examples™ involve the opposite , as is now proposed, to use
peaceful uses for weapons production. This proposal will be a "first” to my
knowledge.

Item 3 attempts (o argue that mamntaining separation bem een US civil and
nilitary activities coutd be adequately addressed, given particular
circumstance involved, but none is given. Further, a weak argument is given
that the TV A is owned by the US Government and therefore production in a
TV A facility makes it "roughly” comparable 1o past instances of govermment
owned dual-purpose nuclear facilitics. Nothing could be further from the
truth. The DOE makes atomic weapons, paid for by {ax payers. The TVA
makes electricity for distribution throughout the southeast region it serves and
is patd for by ratepavers.

2. The EIS has not addressed the enhanced sceurity provisions that will be
required and the significantly increased potential danger to populations

surrounding the site if 3 CLWR is used for weapons manufacture,
Emergency preparedness is addressed for each of the proposed TVA sites but

only from the perspective of a plant accident and fails to address the primary
increased risk i the site is used for weapons manufacture. Our enemies in
the past have had weapons sites pre-targeted for nuclear bombing in the
event of war and it is reasonable to assume that the sites are still pre-targeted
or can be re-targeted with little difficulty. At a minimum, the EIS should
include an evaluation of the impact on surrounding populations in the event
ol a direet or near direet blast of an external atomic weapon used to destroy

the facility.

1(cont'd)

2/22.01

Commentor No. 41: Robert Wan Wyck (Cont'd)

mments o Sohinki, Page 3

3. A new safety analysis will have 1o be performed to consider the potential
increased internal pressure in the reactor vessel during & melt-down that
codd result from partial fusion of the ar iantities of tritium in a degr
corc with uncontrolled re-criticality, TMI temperature data should be used
in the analysis. Although "Beyond Design Basis Accidents” were analyzed,
the analysis was done using the MACCS2 accident analysis computer code
for & standard PWR. core. Towever, il a significant increase ol energy can be
released in the reactor vessel due to fusion of tritium gas in the core during a
meltdown accompanied with uncontrolled re-criticality, the code would not
be usetul for assessment of accident conditions.

. The EIS needs w point owt changes in
these organﬂatmm that have or will be taking place to give assurance that the
project will be handled properly and in accordance with this EIS.

The stated purpose of the 1318 15 10 analyze the polential conseguences to
the environment assoctated with the project. 1 submit that part of the analysis
should be an evaluation of the specified candidates capabilities 10
successfully carry out the project,

DOE

The DOE, for one reason or another, has largely failed (o accomplish any
meaningful nuclear progress in recent years. As stated in §,1.5.2, over a
dozen reactors for the production of nuclear maierials at its many sites have
been shut down and are no Jonger available despite the outlay of billions of
dollars. Also as stated, the SRP K Reactor was discontinued in 1988 for
major environmental, satety and health upgrades. Since the SRP sile has
already been contaminated bevond any reasonable or cconomical expectation
for clean-up, it is difficult to see where a major environmental upgrade would
be needed for continued tritium production. More than 10 vears have lapsed
since the DOE lost its capability to produce tritium and is unable to do so
except for this proposed scheme. Likewise, the DOE has been unable to

3/15.04

develop a Long Term Nuclear Disposal Site in Nevada even though it is

4/08.02
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Commentor No. 41: Robert Wan Wyck (Cont'd)

Comments 1o Sohinki, Pave 4

located adjacent to the site where hundreds of nuclear weapons have already
been exploded underground (already making the area a [ong term nuclear
wasle storage sile) and millions of dollars have been spent on "environmenlal
studies”. l'rankly, the capability of the DOL | under its present leadership,
staffing limitations, nuclear knowledge and past experience, raises serious
doubts as to ils current capability o carry ouf the project in an
environmentally acceptable manner. Withy all the problems now being faced
by the DOGL in the non-nuclear energy area, it is not surprising that noclear
and defense matters are not paramount.. Perhaps the time has come for
Congress to reconsider the mission of the DOE in ight of today's problems,
and set up an agency that will msure nuclear materials needs are being met.
With every "little” country now capable of being a nuclear power, it is
important for them to know that a first priority has been given to maintaining

our nuclear arsenal in a ready condition.

The TV A has faced a number of preblems in developing its nuclear program.
[n Section 6.5.3.1, it is stated that in 1985 TV A was rcquired to shut down 5
reactors including Sequoyah 1 and 2 because of charges of mismanagement
and inattention to safety requirements. The Brown Ferry Plant fire is not even
mentioned. This section also discusses continued problems at TV A operating
plants including the assessment of monetary fines. The NRC lists a large
number of "violations" at Sequovah 1| and 2 from 1993 through 1997 the sum
total of which shows the continued unwillingness or inability of TVA to
manage ils nuctear program. Recently, a "whistleblower” at the Wans Bar
plants received a death threal (Sunday issuc of THE TENNESSEAN, Sept.
6. 1998). This is just the latest of the "whisleblowers™ who have tried to call
nanagement's attention to plant problems. In view of this eperating record,
serious doubts exist as 1o the ability of TVA (o carry oul the project in an
environmentally acceptable manncr.

Specific comments relating to Summary Document
{comments relate directly 1o the letter and number code assigned to
paragraphs in the Summary Document).

3.1.5.4 - See commments above on Page 1, item 1 relating to the non-
proliferation issue,

4(cont'd)

5/09.02

I‘ 1(cont'd)

Commentor No. 41: Robert Wan Wyck (Cont'd)

Coraments to Sohinki, Page S

S.1.5.5 - Producing tritium in a TV A reactor is nol consistent with the
Congressional purposes that established the TVA. Its cstablishment in 1933
had no bearing whatsoever to "national defense". Later, however, it was
further developed to insure a reliable supply of electricity for Oak Ridge.
This insinuation should be removed.

8.1.6.1.1 - The DOFE's record of decision to proceed with this proposal was
based on information available prior to 1993, There are other potential
options available and issues perhaps not considered hat suggests that this
decision ought to be re-opened and re-evaluated based on information
available today. See also comments relating 10 5.3.2.3 on Page 6.

S.2 - The tast paragraph makes no sense and should be remaved. See

comments above under 5.1.3.5 regarding support of national defense by
TVA.

$.3.1.1 - Under Accident Conditions, it should spell out that a reanalysis of
the DBA would be needed because of reactivity changes to the core {no
menifion is made ol the use of boron as a cherical shim carly in core life and
its relationship with the TPBARs, nor of the increased reactivity needed, if
any, to accomplish the project. Further, as noted above, an evaluation of the
potential energy release from fusion in a degraded core during a4 "bevond
design basis zccident" needs (o be made and factored into cmergency
planning as may be needed.

‘The potential impact on workers invotved in fuel operations needs to be
evaluated since it is likely that air supplied plastic suils may be needed for
their protection due to increased tritium oxide levels 1n the air above the
refucling water canal and fuel storage pool. Adequacy of air supply, the
need for communication systems and the potential for increased chance of
error, all need to he included 1n the evaluation.

A potential impact not mentioned is the affect of different metals such as

Zircaloy on corrosion interaction with parts of the core and on other primary
Systems.

6/09.03

7/05.03

6(cont’d)

8/15.05

9/14.09

8(cont'd)
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Commentor No. 41: Robert Wan Wyck (Cont’d)

Comim Sohinkj, Page &

§.3.2.3 - The no-actien altcrnatives arc based on the DOE record of decision
fromy a 1995 document. In hind site, it may be desirable to re-evaluale the
decisions reached. There are other altematives and very good reasons to
consider them. For example:

v The manufacture of tritium is an important ingredient inn our nuclear
defense capability and needs to be prolecled aganst stoppage. This can best
be accomplished by using redundancy and developing a manufacturing
facility at two different sites,

v It makes no sense to obligate tax payers io "clean up" another nuclear
defense site (probable costs to decommission an cxisting or new reactor site
will likely exceed $ 1 billion) when the DOE already has a number of
defense related sites that cannoeg be cconvmically recovered,

o A nuclear power reactor cannoet serve two masters. Either it is dedicated
lo making electricity and tritium manufacture takes a back seat, or it can be
used to manufacture tritium and electricity generalion would take a back seat.
‘The later is what is needed for our defense program.

o 1t makes no sense to buy into or use technology and equipment alrcady
more than twenty five vears old (all of the TV A plants whether operating or
not). What does make sense is for the DOE to undertake the design
construction and operation of two tritium manufacturing facilities, each one
at g different sile to insure redundancy, with one of the facitities designed lor
electric generation. This would enable the DOE (o wheel into a grid any
excess eleciric power that might become available, but fis primary purpose
would be trilium production. Furthermore, additional electricity can be
provided to the grid if there is a need to further reduce tritiwm production.

o The DOE should not rely on an organization that exhibits
mismanagement 4nd inattention to safety matters to operate a facility
important to our defense needs. Insiead, a new fucility weuld provide an
opportunity to design, build and operate a facility with concerned
management that will give tull attention to safety matters.

7(cont'd)

Commentor No. 41: Robert Wan Wyck (Cont’d)

s 1o Sohinki. Page 7

In summary, there are other manufacturing options, atthough probably
more costly, that are much more sensible that should be considered.
Reopening of the Record of Decision could enable better alternatives to be
evaluated with a 1998 perspective.

S5.3.2.4.3 - The Bellefonte plant design and equipment are more that 25 years
old. An evaluation of this aged equipment needs to be made, particulariy
with respect to the reactor vessel, to determine if it can be used safely. In
addition, an evaluation of the twenty five year old instrumentation is needed
to determine that the wiring and components have not degraded and are
capable of meeting today's safety requirements.

It should be noted that utilization of the site for nuclear reactors would
immediately impose an eventual burden of an estimated § 1 biilton just for
decommissioning. A question arises as to who will pay for it, the taxpayer or

the ratepayer, or a combhination of hoth?

The following comments refer to specific sections of the Impaet
Statement:

1.3.3 - This section discusses DOE's past failure to be a good steward of our
nuclear facilities for the manufacture of tritium. No reasons are given for this
failure. The ETS needs io discuss what steps have been taken to assure that
DOE will handle this project successfullyand under good stewardship.

1.3.5 - This section discusses the weak non-proliferation arguments
discussed previously on PPage |, itemn 1,

3.2.5 - There is no mention of the role of the Refueling Water Storage Tank
in the hold-up of tritiwn as a liquid waste. This applies to all of the reactor
options. I not vented or disposed of, the tritium in this tank, and
subsequently in the refueling water, can increase with each refueling and
would require personnel to wear air supplied plastic suits for protection
during this operation. This would be an impediment in refieling operations,

4.2.2.4 - A significant source of tritium release to the river can occur if the
reactor continues to operate with primary to secondary leakage and the

7(cont'd)
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11/20.04

4(cont'd)

1(cont'd)

9(cont'd)
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Commentor No. 41: Robert Wan Wyck (Cont’d)

Comments to Schinki, Page 8

cooling wower Is being bypuassed. Alternately, a significant increase of
airborne tritium oxide will occur if the cooling tower is in full use. This 1s an
important distinction that needs to be made when evaluating the radiation
impact on persons off site (as well as on-site). A projected use pattem
should be incoporated into projected dose calculations based on past
mcteorological data and projected power level of Lhe reactor.,

Projected estimates of tritium concentration should be made at each of the
drinking water supply intakes downstream of the sile based on cooling lower
use and projected buildup of tritium in Chickamauga Lake during various net
flows.

Table 4-21 lists the sources of background radiation exposure to
individuals in the vacinity of the Sequovah site. 1n reality. the table lists the
average exposure to the US population from these sources and not actual
"measured” levels al the site. This poird should be clarified so as not (o be
misleading,

There are 8 municipal water supplies downstream from the Bellefonte
site. A similar analysis should be made of the projected ¢ritium concentration
at each intake based on cooling tower usage, river flow, dam hold-up and
meteorological conditions, as suggested for the Sequoyah site,

3.2.5.4 - The socioeconomic section suggests that the cost ol
decommissioning will be in the range of about 600 te 3 700 miilion. 1n view
of the uncertainties in this number, 1 have increased the estimate [ used up to
$ 1 biilion, a reasonable increase. The important point (s that this obligation
is incurred on start-up and is not necessary since the DOL already has
thousands of acres dedicated for weapons manufacturing..

It is not clear whether this cost will be incurred by the laxpaver or the rate
payer, an important distinetion for those of us using TVA clectricity.

Table 5-49 on page 5-110 should also tist under the heyond-design-basis
accident an evaluation ol energy release from possible fusion of tritium in the
core, using TMI temperature data in the event of a re-criticality of the

degraded core,

12(cont'd

11(contd

3(cont'd)

Commentor No. 41: Robert Wan Wyck (Cont'd)

nis inki 9

£©.5.2.1 - This section clearly shows the problems of TV A mismanagement as
outlined in many NRC inspections and orders. There is 1o assurance that
significant improvement has been achieved. [t is difficult to understand why
DOL would consider entrusiing tritium production, an item vilal (o our
defense, to the nuclear part of this agency.

Appendix A, Page A-18- The last paragraph indicates that more new fuel
assemblies may have to be loaded into the core during each refueling and that
the enrichment of these assemblies may need to be increased. This indicates
that an analysis should be included of flux density, the interaction of
chemical shim control on this density over time, and the total impact of this
added reactivity on control systems, tn addition, a safety analysis is needed
to determine the increased risk to personnel as a result of an out-of-core
crincality incident and the steps taken to prevent one from occurring.

Appendix [, Page D-4 - A non-reactor incident that requires evaluation is
mitiated from refueling. Most tritium in the reactor vessel will be in the
form of an oxide and will become mixed with the refueling water, With
significant leakage, the tritium vapor over the refueling pit, and subsequently
in the spent fuel pool may require personnel to wear plastic suits during
routing operation. This will cause potential operating problems that should
be evaluated. In addition, ventilation from the containment area and the
spent fuel pit should be evaluated.

Design of the refucling water storage tank, not mentioned any where, is
an important potential release point for tritium in liquid or vapor form. The
analysis needs (o consider the build-up of tritium 1n this water with
subsequent reluelings and the potential impact on workers and the
cnvironment,

Appendix T, Page I'-8 - The third box down, refers to comments previously
recreved, similar to mine, that the DOE is probably not capable as it now
exists to carry out this project in an environmentatly safe manner. 1 fulty
agree with those who offered these comments.  Although the response given
by the DOE is that DOL is fully committed to carry our its responsibilities,
the fact remains that the DOE has been a poor steward of our nuciear

facilities and has not carried out its responsibilitics i the past.

5(cont’d)
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Commentor No. 41: Robert Wan Wyck (Cont’d)

Comments 10 Sohinki, Page 19

‘There is no assurance that it will do so in the tuture. See my comments and
concern given previously (Page 3, item |} regarding the ability of the DOE to
carry oul this mission. The response given to these concerns about the DOE
does not provide an adaquate responce and perhaps demonsirates on their
part a negative reaction to honest concerns. What is needed in response is
sume assurance, based on facts, that the DOE in now prepared to stop
[umbling around with eur nuclear program and has the resources and
capability to make positive progress. 11 DOE is unable to provide this
assurance, then Congress find another way to assure our nuclear defense
systern witl remain viable.

Thank you for your consideration of these comments on the Dralt EIS.
Sincerely,

Caan)

Robert W. Van Wyck

CC's With Summary to:
State Senator Keith Jordan
L. §. Senator Bill Frist
U.S. Senator Fred Thompson
U.S. Rep. Bart Gordon

4(cont'd)
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COI\-II\‘IERCIAL{LIGHT WATER REACTOR PROJECT

Commentor No. 42: Gene & Barbara Price

COMMENT FORM

The Department of Energy is interested in your comments on the Draft Environmental Impact
Statement for the Production of Tritium in a Commercial Light Warer Reactor,

There are several ways to provide comments on this document and these include:

attending public meetings and giving your » faxing your comments to 1-800-631-0612
comments directly to DOE officials commenting via the World Wide Web site:
returning this comment form 10 the hitp:/ferww.dp.doe.govidp-62

registration desk at the meeting calling 10ll-free and leaving your comments
~x( rerarning this ¢omment form or other writien via voice mail, 1-800-332-0861

comments to the address on the back
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Thank vou for your input. Please use additional sheets if nec&sar\y and attach them to this form.

Name: _(€eese + Bavbava i cu (optional)
Orgarization:
Address: T30 ASrw be g et

City: Craadeysy e State: __A4, Zip Code: 3547 4
Work phone: Home phone: _ 57 5.2 - S9f

Fax:

E-Mail Address:

TiA9E

1/07.03
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Commentor No. 43: Call-In

Comments Received via “800" Number

Dare: Ot 1, V38 (| -3 0sm}

Mo Mr, John T foouldnt understand his name=heve called and ket |
aeiigge: 1 plesss call the 8040 number again and slowly speak bis same |

hrganicaion:

Adld ress; Augusis, G4 [T

Phame #; e TSR3

Faz #:

Cnmmewd H; |

Conmmen:

I'ms stting here repdieg b e papers - 1's with the Mavy - and for the life of me, [ do noi
undersiand ches latest and gremsest of Bill Clir & e b further dismrantle the miliary
and the wiode ¥ vards in this triium mess. The Savanna® River Sitg alresdy Bas things in
placy 10 do the tritium and [ believe this is nothing mone ths te Democear’s sl
menscss: o diver! people's atientions slsewhere more or less o punish the voteg
Repiblican's Assd e [ Belicve is the bottomn line for all this nonsense -:-{ur-lng
commencial 10 do what SRS ks beds doing &ll along concerning ihis trlium nonsense
which is =0 typical of the Climon adminlsestion

1/04.01

Commentor No. 44: \WMLee Poe, Jr

10/1/98

Comments for CLWR EIS Meeting
By: W.Lee Poe, Jr.
807 E. Rollingwood Rd.
Atken, South Carolina 29801

Mt. Rose, Department of Energy, and Stakeholders of the Savannah River Region 1
would like to provide the following comments on the Commercial Light Water Reactor
draft environmental impact statement. Before starting with my comments T would like to
thank Mr. Rose for his prompt attention to my request for additional information shortly
after I received the draft £IS and having other information sent to me from TVA. This
information was either referenced in the DEIS or was discussed in the local press.
Information was requested in the following arcas:
¢ Conversion and use of Bellefonte as a fossi! plant producing electric
power.
s PNNL test data on TPBARs (assemblies used tc produce tritium in
CLWR).
» Nonproliferation considerations of using CLWR.
. »  Cost analysis.
I requested two further issues, one I had hoped DOE would provide me their logic on
why was DOE linking the APT, CLWR, and tritium extraction facility (TEF). The other
was a request for a comparative table showing the environmental impacts of APT and
CLWR + RTF at tonight’s meeting. Ihad requested this information to assist me in
reaching my conclusion on which approach is best so I can provide my input to DOE on
these matters.

T am still reviewing the information I received but I wanted to provide you with my
conclusions tonight, albeit it they may change as I continue to review the availabie
material, on these subjects. Idraw the following conclusions. I will attempt o cite the
location on the concem in this comment paper but I will not bore the stakeholders with
those details in my verbal presentation,

I would like to provide the following comments:

L. DOE has decided to link three EISs, the CLWR + TEF and the APT. They state in
the CLWR EIS (p 1-12; Section 1.5.2.1) that if DOE decides not to proceed with the
CLWR then DOE will build the APT to produce tritium. The APT EIS was issued in
December 1997, They further state (p 1-13, Section 1.5.2.2) that if the CLWR is
selected as the primary tritium technology, the TPBARS will be sent to the TEF,

Now that is what [ call EIS linking. To provide my fjudgments to DOE, it is necessary
to filly read and retain information on each aiternative in each of the E1Ss and
produce 2 comparison table, DOE, you need to ptovide your stakeholders with
tabular guides to help in that situation if you want good comments.

Page 1 of 4

I‘ 1/05.01

2/04.03

1(cont'd)

2(cont'd)
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Commentor No. 44: \WM_ee Poe, Jr (Cont'd)

2. Now te complicate the above point, the EISs includes information on primary and

back-up technologies. Tn the CLWR EIS (p 1-13, Section 1.5.2.3) it is stated that if
the CLWR is selected as the back-up technology to the APT, a new extraction
capacity would required as a stand-alone facility or in combination with the
accelerator. :

. The CLWR (p1-12, Section 1.5.2.1) indicates that the FEIS will be issued in

December of this year, From what I have heard and read in local newspapers, The
Energy Secretary plans to reach a decision on these three tritium EISs in December of
this year. I have heard two stories on how this could occur; 1) the decision reached
and then the FEISs will be completed and 2) the FEISs will be finalized and the
decision will be reached as part of the ROD. [f the first approach is the correct, DOE
should use the public process to gain stakeholder input to the decision process but not
preparing the FEISs. Don’t spend the money of preparing the FEESs. The second
approach assumes that DOE follows the normal process of finalizing the EISs with

_proposed actions, then the decision-makers make the decision and incorporate it into

the ROD. The timing of completing this EIS and making the decision in this second
approach with both decisions occurring in December does not seem consistent. The
main point here is that the time spent in commenting should be used by DOE in
making the decision,

. The CLWR EIS is difficult to understand particularly in concert with the above

discussed decision. It describes in great detail a number of alternatives (p 3-12) - 18

. are described in Table 3-2, which basically are one reactor, twa reactors, or three

reactors and a very short paragraph on the No-Action Alternative (Seclion 3.2.4).
The impacts of each of the 18 alternatives consume the bulk of the EIS. The impacts
shown for the No Action are only summarily given and referenced to the APT EIS.
This approach makes evaluation of this EIS difficult.

. The CLRW EIS states that tritium could be produced in any one of the 105 CLWRs

currently licensed to operate {Section 3.2.2) but that the design of the TPBARs
reduces irradiation to pressurized water reactors (eliminating boiling water reactors)
and only TV A responded to the DOE’s RFP to identify utilities interested in either
producing tritium or having a reactor available for DOE purchase. The CLWR
further indicates that five TVA PWR were to be considered in this EIS; all others
having been deleted due to lack of interest by the utilities.

TVA Chairman Crowell defined TVA’s response to the DOE RFP differently. In his
letter to U. S. Senator Sessions of Alabama, he says TV A submitted two proposals 1}
a “revenue offer” to produce tritium at Bellefonte and if needed at the Watts Bar
Muclear Plant and 2) a “service offer” ta produce tritium at only Watts Bar.
Chairman Crowel! further states that TVA allowed the “service offer” to expire and
extended the “revenue offer” through July 1, 1998, If this information Chairman

" Crowell provided to Senator Sessions is correct, why did DOE evaluate alternatives

other than those associated with Bellefonte and Watts Bar. The DOE logic of

Page 2 of 4

3/05.04

4/05.29

5/06.06

6/06.03

Commentor No. 44: \WMLee Poe, Jr (Cont'd)

¢liminating all PWR other than those of the TVA and then fisting TVA reactors that
TVA says are not available seems inconsistent.

. Ifthe inter-agency communication is as bad as indicated above, I must question the

validly of an alternative that uses the TVA system to produce the nations eritium.

. The number of TPBARSs that must be irradiated to meet the tritium demand is unclear.

In one place (p 3-11, Section 3.2.3), it is stated as 6,000 in 18 months or 4,000 per
year. In ather places it talks about 3,400 per year for each reactor. If both numbers
are correct, tritium production will requite irradiation in two reactors. Many places in
the CLWR EIS talk about 1 or more reactors. If it requires two reactors to meet the
tritium demand, DOE should talk about two reactors not 1 or more. If irradiation
requires two reactors to meet the tritium demand, the TVA approach is not a viable
alternative since they have withdrawn all of the TV A reactors other than Bellefonre.

. The information contained in the CLWR EIS and the PNNL information sent me

(PNNL-11419) seems to indicate that the TPBARs are reasonably engineered to
retain tritium, 3,400 TPBARs will be irradiated in a single reactor each year. Each of
these TPBARs is designed to hold up to 1.2 grams of tritium and have a design leak-
rate of <6.7 Ci of tritium per TPBAR rod. If not damaged, the leakage from the
TPBARs will be <22, 780 Ci of tritium per year. This is considerably more than the
1,890 Ci shown in CLWR EIS Table 3-13. Why the difference?

The EI8 describes the “pettered” TPBAR as so good that the produced tritium gas is
quickly captured in the solid zirconium material and there is essentially no tritium gas
in the rod (p 1-9, Section 1.3.4). This system is so effective that the rods will have to
be heated to 1,000°C (1,800°F) under a full vacuum to recover the tritium captured.
The TEF EIS (Appendix A) describes the design temperature maximum on the
extraction furnace to be 1,100°C. Operating equipment routinely within 10% of the
maximum temperatures is not a good practice. This EIS should discuss evidence used
by DOE to show that high tritium recovery from the TPBARs can be achieved with
reasonable furnace life. If you cannot recover the tritium, its production is worthless.

. Again I want to thank you for providing me with a copy of the cost data comparing

CLWR. optian to the APT that Acting Secretary Moler provided to Senator Thurmond

in mid July. As I review the data from that letter, I see two worrisome points.

» The first is that for Bellefonte a credit is given that significantly reduces the life
gycle cost. An equivalent adjustment is not given for the other CLWRs (in
existing commercial reactors) nor for the APT. I suspect this is a payback (o DOE
for the electricity sold from that reactor. Ialso suspect that other uses of the
accelerator would also provide a financial return. 1 seetns unfair to give a credit
for the Bellefonte plant and not for the APT.

« Ifthe irradiation requires two CLWRs to meet the tritium requirements, the
CLWR costs increase significantly. What is DOE doing, betting that the tritium
demand will decrease significantly thus a single reactor will suffice? I hate to

Page 3 of 4
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Commentor No. 44: \\MLee Poe, Jr (Cont'd)

think it might be anything more sinister. In any event, the DOE should be open I ‘ 10(contd)
on these issues.

10. Again thank you for providing me a copy of the Report to Congress titled
“Interagency Review of Nonproliferation Emplications of Alternative Tritium
Production Technologies.” 1find that it augments the terse statements in the CLWR
EIS. 1 suggest that the report be included in the FEIS as an appendix. It points out
comrectly that maintaining separation between nuclear power and weapon production
has supported the T, S. leadership in the International Atomic Energy Agency and
other multilaterial organizations involved in civil nuclear activities. It goes on to
show that tritim is not legally covered since it is not 2 special nuclear material. 1t
then provides exceptions to the palicy 1o date (Hanford N-Reactor, U. 5. Uranium 11/01.09
Enrichment, etc.} It makes.the point that because TVA is government agency and the :
reactor is owned by the government, tritium irradiation would be an extension of past
practices of “using government-owned facilities simultaneously for civil and military
purposes. This conclusion may be legally the same but I draw a much different
conclusion, I conclude this alternative is establishing a damaging new policy. That
irradiating & nuclear weapon component in facility designed primarily to produce
electric power is OK_ I hate to think about how this might be used by other nations.
The electricity production will consume a large portion of the neutrons generated by
the reactor and the tritium can be considered a secondary product.

Thank you for the opportunity to present my views on this draft EIS. Thope they will be
of some value to you it the decision on tritium technology.

Pape 4 of 4

Commentor No. 45: Gary Stooksbury

" ECONOMIC
- ;r DEVEII)PI\I/!IEIPNT

Serving Aiken & Fdgefield Caunties

Fred T Humes
Director

Statement for the Record
Draft Environmental Impact Statement
Production of Ttitium in a Commereial Light Water Reactor

My Name is Gary Stooksbury and I am a Director of the Economic Development
Partnership of Ailcen and Edgefield Counties of South Carelina, My organization is proud
of Savannah River Site’s past role in supporting our national defense and making the
world a safer place We believe that the Site can continue to have a positive impact in
addressing the many challenges stitl remaining, Mone are more important than (1) assuring
a reliable supply of tritium for our national defense and (2) preventing the spread of
nuclear weapons technology and materials throughout the world. Unfortunatety, the
Departiment of Energy’s proposed action in this E1S will undermine both of these
objectives: it will put in jecpardy an assured supply of tritium tor our national defense and
it will encourage other nations to use their civilian nuclear programs to produce materials
for nuclear weapons. T want to briefly explain my organization’s basis for objecting to the
use of Commercial Light Water Reactors for tritium production and 1 will pravide specific
comments on inadequacies in the draft EIS document.

Program Policy Issues

As vour documents note, tritium is absolutely necessary for the proper functioning of
modern nuclear weapons, and without an adequate supply, our nuclear shield would be
greatly diminished. DOE has set out to evaluate alternate technologies 10 meet this need,
and has narrowed the cheice to two options; the CLWR and the Accelerator - the Dual
Path approach. My organization and others have serious reservations about the ability
and appropriateness of the CLWR option 1o meet the Tritium mission. Specificaily

1. CLWR will severely undersnine this nations ability to pursue international
nonproliferation objectives.

*»  While we are dissuading others from producing military materials in their
civilian nuclear programs, we, for the first time in our history, are proposing
to adopt that very same course Other nations will rightly accuse the United
States of hypocrisy,

¢ The Interagency Review which examined this question was flawed in its logic
and vague in its conclusion. 1t erroneously implies that because we have
previously converted weapons facilities to civilian applications it is acceptable
o do the converse. Tt concludes that these concerns could be “satisfactorily

1

Post (Mfice Box 1708 Aiken, SC 29802 171 University Parkway  USCA
(803) 648-3362  FAX (R03) 641-336%9  eendeyparti@acl.com

1/01.04
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A worldwide outery will result if the United States backs away from its strong
nonprolilerziion stance, and eventually wifl require that the CLWR be abandoned -
with damage to our world image and adverse impacts on our nuclear stockpile,

2.

There is o assurance that NRC wili issue a license (or license amendment) for
this endeavor, Again, this would cause the CLWR option to be abandened with
adverse impacts on our nuclear stockpile,

3. Qur third issue is costs, DOE has significantly underestimated the capital costs
associated with the CLWR option,

= If our actions cause even one nation to disregard restraint and to initiate or

Commentor No. 45: Gary Stooksbury (Cont'd)

addressed” without stating if we will lose leverage with other nations who are
contempiating nuclear weapons programs

continue to make weapons materials in commercial nuclear reactors, we have
suffered a foreign policy defeat with profound impacts for the world at large

We believe that there are significant uncertainties in the ability to license a CLWR
to produce tritiem for use in nuclear weapons.

= First there will be public concern over the new safety and environmental
hazards resulting from the reutine and accidental releases of tnitium from the
reactor system

» Secondly, many citizens are very uncomfortable with the wdea of co-mingling
military purposes in a civilian reactor

Much “hype” has been attributed 10 the supposed lower cost estimate for the
CLWR option, but that estimate has never been revealed and sabjected to
independent third-party review.

The DOE Draft EIS discusses at length the use of TVA’s Watts Barr and
Sequoyah nuclear facilities, vet it has been widely reported that TV A has
withdrawn those facilities

DOE cites the TVA estimate of $2.446 Billion lo complete the Bellefonte T
Reactor, which, according to the EIS document, cannot meet the START T
tritium requirements, and then compares that estimate 1o the APT which will
produce adequate tritium to meet START I requirements. Completion of bath
the Bellefonte I and Tl reactor units will be required to produce three kilograms
of tritium per year, with capital costs in excess of 36 Biilion

[t has been reported that another nuclear utility has estimated that over $4
Billion wouid be required to complete Bellefonte L .

2

1(cont'd)

In summary, we conclude that there are no programmatic advantages to the CLWR
2/21.06 option, but rather it has serious, if not fatal deficiencies. The Department of Energy has a
: Dual Path strategy in name only because the CLWR option leads to a dead end.

Deficiencies in the Draft EIS

Commentor No. 45: Gary Stooksbury (Cont’d)

» The GAQ states that TV A estimates are very unreliabie, with overruns of
several hundred percent being experienced for plants which TVA asserted to be
80% complete.

+ The Congress Research Service review raises a serious question on the ability of
the Beilefonte to generate sufficient revenues to offset operating costs - much
less amortize construction.

¢ On the other hand, estimates for the APT have been subject to public review
and validated by DOE.

It 1s our opinion that capital costs for the Bellefonte reactors will be significantly
more than for APT, and life-cycle costs will be comparable. The available cost data
supports the APT option for tritium preduction

We believe that the Drail EIS has not addressed the tull range of expected safety and
environmental impacts associated with the CLWR option and therefore is deficient with
respect to requirements the National Environmental Policy Act and implementing Council
on Environmental Quality regulations. Specifically

3/23.17

1. You have not identified and assessed the world-wide environmental impacts that
would result from a federal action to approve the CLWR option.

s Adoption of the CLWR option will undermine international nonproiiferation
ohjectives, and result in a higher probability that some nations will initiate or
continue nuclear weapons research, testing and production programs

+  Adoption of the CLWR optien will result in a higher probability that some
nations will initiate or cortinue to actively pursue production of materials for
nuclear weapons in their civilan nuclear facilities,

» The increased incidence of nuclear weapons research, testing and materials
praduction programs by non-nuclear states, wili have environmental impacts
which must he analyzed and included in this EIS.

2. The evaluation of Human Health Effects from Facility Accidents {Appendix D) is
not adequate, with three deficiencies:

3(cont'd)
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Commentor No. 45: Gary Stooksbury (Cont’d)

* The basis for estimating that 10 percent of tritium released from the meited
targets will be in the oxide form within the containment atmosphere is not
documented (Table D-1). In some past safety analysis reports, DOE has
assumed that 100% of released tritinm is in the oxide form and availabie for
release to the environment. Please fully explain the basis for your assumption
and revise your analysis,

« Flemental tritium may be avaiiable in the containment atmaosphere and released
to the environment. Your analysis needs to quantify the estimated refease ol
elemental tritium and resultant safetv and environmental effects

»  Your analysis does not address the disposition of tritium remaining in the
reactor facility after the first thirty days {Table D-2). Since tritium is very
mobile and cannot be easily removed from contaminated coolant water, how
much additional tritium will be released to the environment, and with what
effects” Also, what is the long-term disposition mechanism and associated
environmental impacts for tritium which remains within the containment
structure?

The draft EIS need to be corrected to address the environmental impacts
associated with the disposition of all tritiurm released in a design basis
accident,

The draft E1S does not evaluate the environmental impacts of all program options

- under consideration

» VYour Draft EIS states that a one reactor option could not produce the required
three kilograms of tritium per year, and your safety and environmental analysis
is based on using two or more reaciors..

+ Asnoted earlier, DOE budget projections assume thar the tritium need can be
met with ane reactor.

+  When asked about this discrepancy DOE stated that a special TPBAR design
and fuel cycle, different from that described in the draft EIS, is being
comemplated which will allow ane reactor 1o make three kilograms of tritium
per year. This option is not identified and evaluated in the draft ETS.

If a one reactor option is being considered, then this EIS needs to be
corrected to describe and analyze the appropriate TPBAR design and fuel
cyele. If two of more reactors are needed, then DOE’s program and budget
planning needs to reflect that fact.

Thank you for the opportynity to comment on this draft ETS.

6(cont'd)
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COMMERCIAL LIGHT WATF

The Departmegt of Energy is imerested in your comments on the Draft Emvironmenzal Impact
Statement for the Production of Tritium in @ Commercial Light Water Reactor.

There are several ways to provide comments on this document and these include:

+ arending public meetings and giving your + faxing yoor comments to 1-800-631-0612
comments directly to DOE officials + commenting via the World Wide Web site:
returning this comment form to the http:/ferwrw.dp.doe.gov/dp-62

registration desk at the meeting calling toll-free and leaving your comments
returnieg this comment form or other written via voice mail, 1-§00-332-0801

comments to the address on the back

.
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Thank yoa for your input. Please use additional sheets if necessary and attach them to this form.

Cegnan s {optianal)
Stddag ¢
B8y Puder oo
City: JGes State: _§'” ZipCode: 20 2
Work phone: Home phone: _ £ & ¢} £ 7 - ¥iney
Fax:

E-Mail Address:

TiBg

1/01.04
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Commentor No. 47: Xerxes &l

Comments Received via “800" Number

Date: October 5. 1998
Name: Xerxes Wahl ]
Organization:
Address: 8971 Lentzville Rd. -
Athens. AL 35614
"Phone #: (256) 729-8867
. Fax #:
| Comment #:

Comment:

T am against that personally. T don't see why we need more of it when it's my
understanding we're already dismantling a lot of nuclear weapons that have been made
already which Tm not sure thal 15 a good idea or not but since we're doing that, T don't see
why we need to make new ones. Since I live near that Plant here, I'm against it. [f vou
need to ger in contact with me, that would be great, if not, that's fine ton. Good bve.

1/02.01
||2/07.03

Commentor No. 48: Anonymous (2)

AddressiD: ’ 40 Date Updated: ] /281958 7:49:40 PM
First Name: Mi: Last Name: Title:

e e L

Organization: 1

Address:

City: knoxville

;TN Postal Code: I37919- Country: iUSA
I o FaxNumber:] o

State or Province:

Work Phane:

Email Address: ;Aristau@aol.cc»m Home Phane:
Nates: TRk that the goal of producing more tilam 0 * add to the nuclear slockpile” is ridiculous The United stales
does not need any more nuclear warheads, We currently own 85C0.Increasing that number would be in direct
fviolation of ot oniy of a nonproliferation treaty, signed by President Mixan in 1970, out alsc a more recent
ruling by the International Count of Justica {1296) that the United Statas is chlipatad to pursus disarmament.
More tritium means more bombs, and whe are we planning on blowing up anyway? As I'm sure you are aware
of, triliumn is not semething you want preduced near you or your family because of its harmful effecls an
peoplel genatic abnormalities | health problems et Howeaver, where aver tritium is produced the-e will be
neonle, and those people will be effected 3s a result . Write back if thers is a real pe<san reading his, if not
you'll be hearing from me anyway!

ansta’l2g@aecl.com

|| v02.01
I‘ 2/01.04

3/14.04
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Commentor No. 49: Stewart Horn

Comments Received via “800" Number

L ee; Uizt f, 1949 i
MamE: Seawan Hom
| Uhrganlzation: TPV
Adkdress! S9E el Hollaw R
P Hope, AL 35780
A (860 8320 1 4 {venirk ) {256} T2AA%0 thame]
Fax #;
Commend ¥;
Coameni:

| mm very opposed fo the wse of Bellefonte i o triviom plam. | know the neactor thene
wich dedigrid prohibly 25 vears apo or 20 vears apo ai leasi, if not earlier. So the rencior
design is ol and culdated. 1 think it would place all of the people in this area in jeopardy
0 harm from & potential sockdem especially using sn owdated reaeior desipn. 1 know
that thie plant will put radiation into the water and vo the air. My undersanding is the
reason i wik sopped Belone was beciuse of the bagh cosf I meeting eevirommenial
reguiremernts, 50 does than meass they vena'l be mel mewT Fm very mieresied m roceiving
documentaton on what the plan is. [ vould be imeresied = peceiving infirmation ahoul
the: lecation of the public hearmg. which apparenily is going io be on Tuesday night,
Choaodesr B, Please call me with that infommalion if possible ahead of the meeting o thai |
could possibly atiend. Theask ol very much. Pleise send any mnforsation that you have,
relative to the use of Bellefore in this way. Theak you

1/21.02

2/09.04

Commentor No. 50: Mike \ahl

Comments Received via “800" Number

Date: October 7, 1998

Name: Mike Wahl

“Orrganization:

Address; 8971 Lentzville Rd.
Athens, AL 33614

TPhone #: (256) 729-8867

Fax #:

Comment #:

Commenl:

[ would like to express for myself and my family the desire that the Bellefonte Plant nol
be used for tritivm preduction. Cur North Alabama urea alreudy has one nuclear plant
wherehy we have no successtul way of removing waste from that facility. Until those
sorts of problems are resolved, Alabama has no business being invelved with another
facility that deals with that general sort of environmental endangerment. Thank vou.

1/16.04
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Commentor No. 51: Herman & Sylvia Zaage

Tuw the Dept. of Cnergy
FAX: 1-300-631-0G12

Please honor the Atomic Tnergy Act, Sgetion 57, and cancel the plans for using
conunerelsl mucloar roactors for the development of Tritium for nuelear woapons. This is a
serious public health issue. Tritium contamination has been linked with developmantal,
reproductive and other health problems.

Thank vou.

Henman & Svlvia Zaage
160 Simonson Ave,
Staten [sland NY 10303
sylhz@aol com

1/01.09
I ‘ 2/14.04

Commentor No. 52: Ms. Bizzarri

Comments Received via “800" Number

Ehawie:

M
[ Dirganization:
| Address:
[Fhone W

Fau W
| E‘Hmmlf#'-

het 12, 1594658
M. Bigzam

[ Tende Fark. 1Y

Camment:

I'm zalling 1o leave this message. Plese honee the Alomic Energy Act, Section 570, and
cancel the plans for using commercial sucksnr rescion for the development off frigium for
nuéliar weapons, 1'd Bke o siress ioo thai iivess comaminsation has been linkad 1w
developmenial reprodactive and other health problems. Thank vos

IECIETRE L ) i

1/01.09
|| 2/14.04

101089y Jarepn 1YBIT [RI0IBWILWOD © Ul WNNLL JO UONINPpoId 8yl 4o} Juawalels 1oedw| [eluswuoliAug [eulq



L€-¢C

Commentor No. 53: Judith Hallock

Comments Received via “800" Number

[ Mhate: Ot 12, 1998 Il

| P Jadith Hallock 1l

| (rganication | 1l
Ay reme | 360 Rusming Cregk Cong

| Woodier, NC ZETEY

| Fhone | (HZIE) WAG-1186
Fax #;

: t-l-?ﬂl g | 1l
Camment;

| caink this is aternide 32 | don'l think we would be vialaling the nuclear non-
pridiferation treaty, which obligaies all ruckear nations o pursse comgdeiz dlsasmamest
by producssg welpors- grsde trilvam in commercial reaclons andior by the sccaleraior dha
Strom Thurmond wanis. beaillt in Souih Carclira. 'We doa’ meed i peoduce 1ritium, # B
& short-hall Ble. We seed 1o ke il whes we neod il right now we dom'l meed it we e
pot plenty of weapons. 1t cost huge amousts of soney, IS disgesous, the praduction i=
dangereus, and the slomge = demgoroes. There are genelic abrormalioess and oty
hepdch prodd e dunn Bave been linked in lboestory animals 1o tngies and [ am vers
much cpposed for these reasons to making trties n commesclal reactoes o in
pccelemanors. We deeady have 8,500 warkeads, 1 don't think we need snymore. [ ihink
thai's plenty. If we meed it laver, we com mik abeir ir, bun right ne, 1 don't think we need
1o b in a Berry 10 prosdece tritium. Thank you very much. Goodbye

1/01.04

2/02.01

3/23.13
4/14.04

2(cont'd)

Commentor No. 54: Congressman Robert Aderholt

CONGRESSON, FRBERT ADER LT

e/ fog
STATEMENT TO BE READ AT RAINSVILLE

I have been pleased to work with the Alabama delegation and Members from Tennessee
and with TVA to help prevent a great injustice in the defense authorization bill for fiscal
year 1995, As you lmow, some Members of Congress and Senators support building a
facility in South Carolina to use a particle accelerator for producing tritium, Supporters
of this option tried lo pass bill language which would have prevented the use of any
commercial light water reactor for producing tritinm. Clearly, all the facts, from safcty,
to national defense readiness, to budgetary issues point to the completion of the
Bellefonte plant as the best option. I spoke on the House floor, sent two staff members to
the Bellefonte plant, spoke with NBC News, and lobbied other Members through several
letters to my colleagues. Several Members of Congress and Senators have been very
involved. I especially appreciate the outstanding leadership of Senator Jeft Sessions. T
have also enjoyed working with TVA and a number of cormnunily leaders on this effort,
A significant bartle was won when the Graham language was removed from the final bill,
but between now and October 1, 1999, we must continue to defend the truth about this
sitnation and educate other Members of Conpress. [look forward to continuing 10 work
with TVA, the Alabama delegation, and community leaders on this effort. Completing
the plant at Bellefonte to produce tritium is simply the right thing to do for the U S,

taxpayers, and its completion would have an enormous, potential benefit for north

Alabama.

1/07.03

Sjuswndog juswwo)d



8€-¢

Commentor No. 55: Mayor Philip Anderson

As mayor, of the Town of Dutton, it is my opinion that the
production of Tritium in the Bellefonte Commercial Light Water
Reactor at the Bellefonte Nuclear Plant would be a very big plus

for all of Jackson County and the surrounding areas.

I am asking the Department of Energy to give serious consideration

in using the Bellefonte Plant for Tritium Production,

Zﬂ/ PPN
Ph111p ‘Anderson

Mayor

1/07.03

MELVIN L. BREWER 423 IEZE-ZI’H"'

R
Business Manager ‘w -

Commentor No. 56: Melvin L. Brewer

IRON WORKERS J.({CAL. UNION NO. 704

INTERNATIONAL ASSCOCIATION OF BRIDGE, ﬁHWRWENTAL AND REINFORCING IRON WORKERS
2715 BELLE ARBOR AVENUE LT g% . CHATTANOOGA, TENNESSEE 37406

Good Evening

I am Melvin Brewer, Business Manager of Local 704 of the
International Association of Bridge, Structural, Ornamental and
Reinforcing Ironworkers from Chattancoga, TN.

On behalf of our 800 plus members I would like to veice our
suppert for the proposed Commercial Light Water Reactor for the
production of Tritium Gas at Bellefonte.

Savannah River Site dees net meet the 2003 preductien of tritium
mandated by the President and Congress.

Accelerator Production of tritium reguires a 500MW power source
for operation. Bellefont will actual,‘fprcducgpower.

As the safaty of the plant, TVA has an excellent record.
Accident risk for Bellefonte is one fatal cancel every 245
million years and transportation risk is less than one fatal
cancer per 100,00 years.

Additional low-level waste is about 1% of TVA current volume.

While the accelerator is an un-proven method, Commercial light
water method has been proved at Watts Bar. With Watts Bar and
Sequoyah ghas a back-up,this plan will insure the country's supply
of tritium for it's National Defense needs.

As Tritium production in a commercial reactor is not prohibited

by Internaticnal nor the United States law. Therefore, the
benefits cut weight the risk.

MK er ’/

1/07.03
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COMMITTCE ON
APPROVRLA ITGNS

Commentor No. 57: U.S. Congressman Bud Cramer

E-MAIL: vudmail @ mail house.gnv
WER PAGE: hep:: “www. hoise povs
ramerswelkipme html

Bup CRAMER
STH DISTRICT OF ALABAMA

U.S. HOUSE OF REPRESENTATIVES
October 6, 1998

Dear friends:

T am pleased to have this opportunity once again to offer my streng support for the
completion of the Bellefonte plant to produce tritium.

I believe that the Department of Energy’s environmernal impact study clearly shows that
Bellefonte is a safe, practical choice for tritium preduction.

The Congressional Budget Office recently released a report that shows how Bellefonte is
an ecanomically sound choice as well.

When you add the strengths that Bellefonte has to offer with the work ethic and quality of
life in northeast Alabama, I think it is plain to sce that our community is the ideal choice
for this project.

1/07.03
The completion of Bellefonte would create 800 permanent jobs and 2500 construction
jobs in our area. We recognize that tritium production offers not only an extraordinary
economic opportunity for our community. This is also an enormous responsibility that is
critical to the defense of the United States. 1 know that our focal communitics possess the
talent and tools to make this program a major success.

Congress is quickly approaching the end of this year's legislative session. 1regret that
legislative business in Washington prevenis me from being with you this evening. But
please know that 1 am here working to make sure that Bellefonte is given full and fair
consideration for this project. We recently won a victory for Bellefonte when we
managed to turn back a bill 1hat would have left Bellefonte out of consideration. We
succeeded in getting that bill dropped and kecping Bellefonte’s standing alive and well.

Thank you all for being here this evening and thank you for your concern about this
important issue.

Sincerely,

8o

Bud Cramer
Member of Congress

MEKEDAN U0 UTH KT HOLSE
ROV 4aF

KA TR, AL 35T

VEIS) 355 etpt

UILGING 03 FARMALIN S ELL ]
M PUNTREIET L, AL 1R
201 21009

1510 JCHEN K S 1REE
MUACLR SEOALS, AT 38

THIS MAILING WAS PREPFARED, PLLLISHED, AR MAILED AT JAXPAYLR LXPENSE
[

wied i Becyude Pape

Commentor No. 58: John J. Federico Jr

My name is John Federico and I live in 6untersville. I attended the
last meeting held here at the college and spoke in opposition to the tritium
project. After the meeting, my wife and I were approached by Nick
Kazanas, the Bellefonte plant manager, whe invited us to tour the plant so we
could better understand how the plant would operate. Last month a small
group of concerned citizens from Guntersville visited Bellefonte and I
personally came away with the feeling that if the plant came on line
tomorrow it would be operated safely. Mr, Kazansas and his people were
extremely knowledgeable and professional and answered many tough

questions.

However, my concern focuses on the ominous partnership that would
oceur between TVA and DOE as a result of the fritium project. The
environmental record of the DOE by its own admission is horrific when it
comes to the way it has conducted its nuclear business over the span of the
Cold War. It has created numerous superfund sites that will take years and
millions of dollars Yo clean up. Having said that, what I find objectionable in
the draft environmental impact statement is reference to a Dec 95 Record
of Decision that states DOE can initiate purchase of an existing commercial
reactor (operating or partially complete - such as Bellefonte) or buy reactor
irradiation services with an option to purchase the reactor for conversion to
a defense facility. Mr. John Scalice, the chief nuclear officer for the TVA
recently provided some interesting clarification and facts about TVA's
nuclear program in a recent newspaper article. He stressed that one of the
main reasans TVA's nuclear pregram is safe, reliable and productive is
because it continues to meet external peer review, external regulatory

review and external fiscal review.

1/07.03

2/08.02

3/05.27

6€-¢
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Commentor No. 58: John J. Federico JfCont'd)

If DOE should choose to purchase Bellefonte, all the checks and balances
Mpr, Sealice referred to will disappear because a DOE nuclear defense
facility is not governed nor licensed by the Nuclear Regulatory Commission,
nor is it obligated to adhere to the standards of excellence for the industry
set forth by the Institute of Nuclear Power Operations. My final concern is
the storage of spent fuel. If the Nuclear Waste Policy Act of 1982
mandates that spent fuel will be managed at a national repository, then DOE
needs to expedite and assist in resolving the siting issues and not create

additional on-site spent fuel storage facilities.

In closing, this is what I know. When you go to a race track to
gamble, you bet the horse based on its track record. The track record of
the TVA speaks for itself. As tax and rate payers is it smart to let $4.5
billion spent to get Bellefonte where it is today just sit there and not realize
areturn on the investment? I don't think so! But do I bet on the horse
named DOE who can turn Bellefonte into some of the other horses in their

stable such as Hanford, Rocky Flats, Oak Ridge, and Savannah River?

Definitely notl Idealistically, I say do nothing that puts citizens and the
River at risk, One cancer death in 50 million years is one too much. But
realistically I do believe that Bellefonte can safely do their part for the
DOE which will help keep the nations nuclear stockpile credible while
producing electricity. And we have to trust that everyone will be safe while
we hald the cutside eyes and ears of the industry accountable for doing

their jobs. T also realize this is about jobs.

3(cont'd)

4/17.0

5/09.01

3(cont'd)

2(cont'd)

1(cont'd)

Commentor No. 58: John J. Federico JfCont'd)

When I reached out to the politicians for help in stopping this project, I was
told I was naive to think that local citizens cared about what could happen in
20 years, when many were only focused on buying graceries this coming
Friday.

But this must be where it starts and stops. If Bellefonte comes on line, it
must never be allowed to become a government owned-contractor operated
defense focility that will go unchecked by the mechanisms designed to
assure it is managed with the safety of the citizens and environment as ifs
primary concern.

Based on the above, I feel that paragraph 5.1.6.1.1, page Summary 9
as it pertaing to conversion to o defense facility should be deleted and the
Dec 95 Record of Decision be amended accordingly. Further, revise the last
major planning assumption of para 5.3.2.1 on page Summary 17 fo state that
spent fuel rods resulting from the tritium project will be stored at an
existing spent fuel storage facility until the National Repository becomes
operational IAW the Nuclear Waste policy Act of 1982,

n J. Fedérica, Jr. '

2041 Buck Island Dr.
Guntersville, AL 35976-8579
(256) 582-4459

E-Mail: pjfed@ juno.com

/Oy -SSP

3(cont'd)

6/06.09

4(cont'd)
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Commentor No. 59: Ronald L. Forster Commentor No. 60: Roger Graham

CATARACT, INC.

Ag RCM Technelogies Company
2500 McClellan Ave., Suite 350

Pennsauken, NJ 08169 : . .
609/ 317-0200 Tel @BHHE&EBB GIHI'pBITtBI’ﬁ BBHIHHHI @UHHEI[
AR/ 4360302 Fax
Uniled Brotherhood of Carpenters and Joiners of America
Established August 12, 1881
Tuesday, October 06, 1998 Ronald L. Forster 1451 Rl Hil Pgikc’ Suite 106
Il{‘}ni‘glé‘;fs(‘}itéon . Nashville, TN 37210
106 537 4304 {613) 366-3303 (615) 366-3149 fax

To whom it may concern:

T am in full support of the completion of the Bellefonte Nuclear Plant for the

production of tritium for the following reasons: I am Roger Graham of Tennessee Regional Council, Carpenters Local 74. T am here

‘ tonight to speak in favor of tritium production in the U.S.A. [ think when our young

(1)  Completion of the Bellefonte plant would be much sooner than that of people are sent to put their lives on the Tine, to protect us and our country, WE owe it to
the Proton Accelerator Plant. The production of tritium in an them to have the most advanced weapons that can be had. 1 don't care if the tritium is
operating reactor is proven safe and efficient (not an experimental produced in Alabama or South Carolina, but I do think OUR elected officials should be
process). prudent in all decisions conceming QUR tax dollars, New Bellefonte Nuclear Plant can be

ready to produce tritium for less than 3 billion dollars in a proven safe technology, that

will produce revenues by the sale of much needed electricity--versus the cost of building

an accelerator plant at the cost of 16+ billions a vear that we are not sure will work, but

will cost 155 million a year to operate. It is our money, America, speak out.

1/07.03

(2) Tunding for completion of the plant will come from taxes. Projected
funding for completing the plant is approximately $2 billion. The 1/07.01
alternative Proton erator Plant would cost approximately $]%3
biltion, a cost of § s Biilion or more to taxpayers. (E

(3)  Future operation of the Bellefonte plant will provide a clean source of
electricity for the area and the nation’s increasing demand. Also a
portion of the revenues collected from the sale of this electricity will
be returned to repay the taxes use to complete the plant, whereas the

Proton Accelerator Plant will be non-incoming producing, and a g‘lA Gl{/‘_c%\
Lasting debt,
Roger Graham
('/1 ‘ ;/7.0 /é—‘l

Ronald L. Forster
South Central Regional Manager
Cataract, In¢. (An RCM Technologies Company)

Thank yon,

Tv-¢
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COMMERCIAL LIGHT W

ATER REACTOR PROJECT _

Is

Commentor No. 61: James H. Green

COMMENT FORM

The Department of Energy is interested in your comments on the Draft Environmental Impact
Statement for the Production of Tritium in o Commercial Light Water Reactor.

There are several ways to provide comments ot this document and these include:

+ attending public meetings and giving your « faxing your comments to 1-800-631-0612
comunents directly to DOE officials commenting via the World Wide Web site:
returning this comment form to the htip:/fwww.dp.doe.gov/dp-62

registration desk at the meeting

returning this comment form or other written
comments ter the address on the back

*

via voice mail, 1-800-332-0801

Comments: Mv. Sahivk:

calling toll-free and leaving your comments

Tue reviewsd € he E1S ppd wonld {ihe €o g pplagd CAE peopla

whe f;r"rn'”r"( The Aoc et Tl T vepreseuty Aareat Leall o F

hard woih gnd dedicatiad exw The pe i o7 Thece

liho wyote The ELS.

L wudd fike to ye r,!n-u:" oo Kiwd by sayisg Thet bt h smyselF aed

pard ythoy prople o The norTheuit Afeheire mren pve b ffivg ¥o

gyl

L the sadia hao o woerts gad dedicationg 10 support o+ Ghe
}frrwl-«g_'f{an-' o F Crttium ot Belle Fote Miclzay Plast

I hevs [y éxpaviema i TUAL wocleay progranm sad pat

fhorungh g cusvimtd fhgt watdiny ;o The way oF € lig feebierve

1/07.03

T havd ol hioihy Frechuieol b g paw ol aril pt:,rjnw::.(lf\,l Fresus :7:,«.1.4«,1

Fler powpld s this prea wibh similay Plefigrueds who gve

avifd supputers oF the BalleFote Tridin o Predection Projed

We gre ofl expar/y owativg Che gpporfunty Fo assist ig

Corapletive, Pollafotle o f Helplrg iparcte ke plest ‘wa

gate e Toiemtt ey w;"u,jmlf Cead fla gharcs o s €

it

Sy JetS ?0 DL 1 Letl buldd Holleforbe arnd rp.mlu;,e Eritign!
Siwcerefy
Urrss e i

Thank ¥ou for your input. Please use additional sheets if necessary and attach them ko this form.

Name: jﬁk_m% H Grroen

(optional)

* Organization;_T ¥

Address: 365 Clemens Rd |

City: __Segttshoran State: _Afs.. Zip Code: _35 789

“Work phone: (2ct)437-43/7 Home phone: (256) 5741797

Fax:

E-Mail Address:

T

Commentor No. 62: Mayor Elizabeth Haas

TOWN OF HOLLYWOOD

P.0. Box 240
Holywood, Alsbama 35752
Fhona 2594845

1/07.03
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Commentor No. 63: Randall L. Hartwig

DOE Public EIS Meeting
at Northeast Alabama Community College
on October 6, 1998

Comments of: Randall L. Hartwig
Linion position: Valley-Wide Officcr - Treasurer for the Engineering Association, Inc. (EA)

The Engineering Association is the union that represents 3500 TVA employees in positions involving
professional engineering, architectural, chemical,” cconomic, and computer systems functions, all employees
in positions involving proféssional scientific and program planning and administration [unctions, and all

employees in positions involving inspection, aide, or technical functions in engineering and scientific fields

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS OF OPERATION OF BELLEFONTE REACTORS
= El% verifies that the incremental impacis of producing uitium in a commercial reactor are simall with no
measurable health effects.
»  No air quality standards will be exceeded,
= Wy impacts to threatened or endangered species are expected.
o There will be & visual impact from the cooling tower vapor plume.
= Minimal impact on Guntersville Reservoir (0.2% of the flow).
«  Minor impacts to aquatic resources from impingement in cooling water intake screens.
» Pasitive socioeconomic impacts
m 300 Bellefonte workers
B Up to 800 indirect jobs
B Unemployment rate would stabilize approximately 2 % below current levels,

RADIATION EXPOSURE

SOURCES OF PUBLIC RADIATION EXPOSURE

» Natural Radon - 200 millirems per year

Caostic Radiation - 28 millirems per year

Medical X-Ray - 39 millirems each time

Nuclear Medicine - 14 millirems each use

Drinking Well Water « 1 to 6 millirems per year

5 Hour Airplane Flight - 2.5 millirems

Eating Foad Grown with Phosphate Fertilizers - 1 to 2 millirems per year

Wearing porcelain dental crowns or dentures - 0.7 millirems per year

Bellefonte Reactor Operation with Tritium Production - 0.58 millirems per year ofit
Cooking with Natural Gas - 0.4 millirems per year A Q . 32_ I J//f(’a ”‘//y‘{?'ﬁ

¢ Bellefonte Reactor Operation - 0.26 millirems per year

PUBLIC RADIATION EXPOSURE COMPARISON

o Avcrage U.S. resident (Background} - 363 millirenis per year

» Resident of Denver, Colorado {Background) - 442 millirems per year

s Resident of Jackson County, AL (Background) - 355 millirems per vear

»  Resident of Jackson County, AL (Background plus Bellefonte Reactor Operation) - 355.26 millirems
per year

* Raesident cf Jackson County, AL (Background plus Bellefonte Reactor Operation with Tritinm
Production) - 355 58 millirems per year

1/07.03

Commentor No. 63: Randall L. Hartwig (Cont’d)

Large scale production of tritium in 4 CLWR is currently being demonstrated at the Watts Bar Nuclear
Plant.

There are eight TPBARs in four Lead Test Assemblies in TVA’s Watts Bar Reactor for a single, normal

operating cycle. When the demonstration is over 3ds# 1999), they will be delivered to a DOE laboratory

for subsequent examination. mrdsy ]‘
A

The lead test assembly (LTA), currently praducing tritium in the core of the Watts Bar Reacter, is n/oumg-

the midpeint of irs producticn and all indications and measurements of the reactor core and the LTA

demonstrate that tritiam production is proceeding as expected.

TV A has emphasized reactor safety over tritium production at Watts Bar.  Reviews conducted (o date have
revealed no technical issues which would impact safe operation of the plant. Tritium is normally produced in
the reactor ceolant. Worst case tritium release assumptions are well below the Federal environmental limits.
Therefore, the environmental impact from tritium production is minimal.

There are no major (and few minor) modiftcations that are needed for large scale production ef trititmn at
either the Watts Bar or Bellefonte Nuclear Plants

The large scale production of tritium in a CLWR invelves relatively minor changes to the (nuclear) design of
the reactor care

The removal, packaging and shipment of the fritium production assemblies can be conducted during normal
scheduled refueling outages with minor modification of esiablished retueling procedures.

The TVA engineering workforce is technically robust and has consistently demonstrated its ability to solve
the most difficult technical and regulatory challenges. This has been conclusively demonstrated by the recent
TNPQ | Rating at Browns Ferry and Sequoyah Nuclear Plants and the outstanding ratings (SALP 1)
received from the NRC for the Engineering support at our operating plants.

TVA engineering workforee is completely capable of providing the technical expertise necessary for the
large scale production of tritium at TVA’s Nuclear Power Plants. TVA responded in DOE RFP DE-
RP02-97DP30414, that there are 375 employees currently with Bellefonte expericnce and 3584 employees
with nuclear experience within TVA. Also there are over 50,000 in the labor workforce with nuclear
experience,

CONCLUSION: BELLEFONTE SHOULD BE THE PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE]

The draft CLWR CIS does not identify a preferred alternative for praducing tritium. A no action alternative
is for DOE to build an accelerator in South Carolina. After reviewing the draft EIS and comparing the
potential impacrs associated with the alternatives, including the na action alternative, The EA believe that
the preferred alternative should be identified as any alternative that inchudes Bellefante  This belief is
based on the following:

» Negligible environmental impacts with no measurable health effects.

s Positive socioeconomic impacts supporting economic growth and develapment

= Flexible tritium production capacity to meel changing tritium needs

«  Proven technology compared to the No Action alternative

« No proliferation issues that are not manageable under existing laws and controls associated with CLWRs
+ Least Total Life Cyele Cost

Randy Hartwig, 10-06-98

1(cont'd)
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Commentor No. 64: Mayor Glenda H. Hodges

Foewr of” Woodpille
0. Box 94 + 26 Venson Sireer
Woodville, Alabama 35776
{306) 7762860
Fax: (208) 776-1796

Ovrober 2, 1998

1.5, Department of Energy

Commercial Light Water Reactor Project Office
ATTIN: Mr. Stephen Sohinki

P.(}. Box 44539

‘Washiington, D.C. 20026-453%

Pear Mr. Sehinki:
Ta February 1998, the Wondville Town Council adopted a resolutioa in

pport of the production of tritinm at the BelHonte Nuclear Plant, and gur position
has ot changed,

‘We helieve that the production of iritium at Bellefonte poses no danger 1o the
pueblic and we feel confldent that the plant can be operated in 3 completely safe
mranner.

Since the production of tritium by the Comwmercial Light Water Reactor
method can be accomplished as 3 by-product of production of electricity, ntilization
of the Bellefonte Plant seemis b be the mask fepsible and lngical chaice to produce
the tritium nceded for our national defense. North Alabama is proud of the
contributions mude and continue to be made to our natian's mifitary programs,

Also, utitization of the Bellefonte Plant wonld provide ar economic boost 16
an gconomic depressed area of oar state. Therefore, for the above reasons, we
continue to offer our suppart.

Sincerely,

@é/é& %/ %4%4/
Glenda H. Hodges,

Mayar

1/07.03

Commentor No. 65: Jyles Machen

Statement to DoE / EIS Meeting

[t s scldom in a country a5 large as ours that an opportunity presents itself which
will be 2 win for evéryome invelved.

The defense program must have 2 now sowrce for tritium in order to preserve our
core miclear weapens stockpile as permitted upder the START Treaty.

DoE is mandated 10 make 2 decision on where to produce frillarn by Dreeember

Tweert 7 1998. It should be an easy decision.

? The TV A Bellefonte site mests the schedule requi Reactar | is more than
85% complete and the design requirements are firm. TVA has recent exporicnce in
getting through the NRC licensing maze, and tritiven production can bugin by the DoE
target dake,

The special-built tritium rods are funetioning as axpected with no problems at the
Watts Bar demonstration site. And Watts Bar Ji 2 Backup production site untit Bellefonts
18 ready.

Tritium produced at Sellsfonte will be d in its solid state tq 2 new
$400M extraction facility at the DoE Savanrah River sits, providing cmployment for
250-350 peopie.
owte Sime 18 BelecT od €or Trimvem Praduarien
T e Belieser CT5TVA gets 1 compheted resctor vitally needid for the region's power grid. the
nation gets its vitally needed tritium for defense, and Savamish River gett the extruction/
conversion facility in South Carolina  Even their Congressrman Lindsey Grabam, saed in
4 1995 detailed report (o th Spaaker of the House, that 2 commercial light water readtor
[Bellefonte] is the way to produce tritium. So everybody wins,

S0 what'¢ the problem? Sorne say the propossd Markey-Graham language in the
Defcnse Authorization Bilt, which excleded TV A, was nothing but parechial, proventing
ition, posting billions more, while risking an untested accclerator. Forrowataly, Ther
languese wae yoraoucd (W The Cosrevenry bevwess The Qemane nud Houge,
Othery are concernsd shout auciear power plant safety. There arc 110 nuclear
t power plants operating in the U.S. and not 8 single death by radiation exposure ean be
e rd G-k " g, While some scare storics arc spread, no fistual backup
is pravided.

] Let's get on with the program. [ encotrage 4 fair evaluation and timely decision
By DOE. TVA, Ibelieve, is up [o the job. The nation’s Largest power producer whose
{ Browns Feary ad Sequoyah nuclear plants recontly camed the highest performance

hip 2nd positive and can again

ible, has new 1

L&vrﬁ .
. The " Pieq X Bfr JYLES MAGHEN
N oo e [JAREy A PO PRANI T 8
84, Fax dokars, Sy : ‘0"%" Lt @4 il
41308 Lo la dorad.

1/07.03
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Commentor No. 66: Bill Metchnik

October 6, 1998

Bill Metchnik - Resident of Paint Rock, Alabama, Jackson
County, Union Representive for this area.

I rise as a citizen of Jackson County who resides in the town of
Paint Rock, and who happens to be the Machinist Representative
for all of North Alabama. As both a citizen and Union
Representative, T do have a two-fold purpose to rise in support that
the decision should be made that Tritium be manufactured at the
Bellefonte TVA facility,

Understanding first of the economic boom where it would provide
jobs, but jobs of a good paying nature for citizens not only for
Paint Rock, Alabama, but for all the general area which can and
will reach by such decision, and these jobs will be good union

paying jobs.

As Union Representative, of course, the Union that I represent will
be supplying pcople for jobs.

The studies that 1 have looked at clearly convinced me that the
safety factor is so conclusive, and it should assure all, that this T
no danger to people who would work the jobs and again that
environmental factor or impact to the area will not be
compromised.

And last, when you look at the comparable cost to me as a tax
payer, my taxes and yours would be better spent to have the work
done at Bellefonte.

1/07.03

Commentor No. 67: Don Nelms

Famtiens & Steam/md, LOCAL UNION NO. 494

OoT |G -~3& Pz 20 Fn F&E L. la. 433 3 et v U.‘l‘:"'?"ﬁﬁ <47 S£I3ZH
Phone: Eax:
(205) 546-6791 ul (205} 547-6330

Gotober 6, 1968

FAX TO: DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY
FACM: DON NELMS, BUSINESS MANAGER
[ am Don Nelms, BMuginess Manager, Plumbers and Steamiitlers
hocal Unlon 498, representing over 500 plpefilters and thelr families

in Noritheagt Algbams, T am kere on thelr behalfl in support of Departmen
of Energy Tritlum Plent at Bellefonte.

- 2
/vz?z ,7'/ /fz e
ﬁmﬂﬂﬁ/ o .?,uajfkit/

T g 9 %mmu Aef 455

AFFILIATED: Amctiean Faderation of Lahor and Bullding and Construstion Trades Department.

L|

F.aZ

1/07.03
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Commentor No. 68: David Nicholas

David L. Nicholas

President. Board of Directars
Rick Roden

Executive Director

SCOTTSBORO / JACKSON COUNTY
d Chamber of Commerce

February 24, 1998

BELLEFONTE POSITION STATEMENT

Kirs:

1 come before you today representing the Scottshoro-Jackson County Chamber off
Commerce and four affiliated organizations: Leadership Jacksen County, The 21%
Century Council, Design Scottshoro and the Scotisboro Business Council. Over 300 of
the most active and civic minded leaders of Jackson County are represented hy the
membership of these organizations.

The unanimous position of the leadership of these bodies is to strongly endorse
the completion and operation of the Bellefonte Nuclear Project as a joint effort berwsen
the Tennessee Valley Authority and the Department of Energy. Furthermore, no
opposition has been voiced by any of the general membership of these groups.

It is our position that the issue of whether or not a nuclear power piant should be
located in Jackson County, Alabama was decided many years ago and that this is not an
issue 10 be addressed during these proceedings. Tt is also our positton that , given a
choice, no one would choose o live in a world where nuclear arms exist. but again this is
not the issue to be addressed during these proceedings. The Department of Energy has
been piven a mandate to provide a reliable source of tritium for the maintenance of our
country’s nuglear arsenal and that is simply a fact of life. We, the Jeadership of the

Scottsboro-Jackson County Chamber of Commerce and its affiliated organizations

PO 30X 573 - 407 EAST WILLDOW STREET » SCOTTSHORD, ALABANA I5TE8 - 256 7 255-7500
emal: sjccE rivvaay,nal

1/07.03

Commentor No. 68: David Nicholas (Cont’d)

David L. Nicholas

President, Board of Directors
Rick Roden

Executive Director

| SCOTTSBORO / JACKSON COUNTY
Chamber of Commerce

bedieve that the Bellefonte faciliy is the singie best choice to fill this need. Since the start
of construction on the Bellefonte facility over 20 years ago, Jackson County has been
subjected to the devastating econarmic effects of the on again-off again status of
Belietonte and TV As inability to decide on a permanent course of action. The American
taxpayers have seen a substantial amount of their tax dellars funneled into this project
with absolutely no return from that investment. [t is our belief that when this project
began, TVA made a commitment to the taxpayers of Tackson County that they would
build this plant and provide a substantial number of good paying, permancnt jobs to this
area, To the management of the Tennessee Valley Anthority, we say it is time to make
geod on that commitment; ilis time Lo honer voire promise to those individuals who have
borne the consequences of yaur indecision.

It is also time to act as good stewards of the resources of the taxpayers of this
country. We believe that this proposed jeint cffort is the prudent course of action and we

urge hoth the TV A and the Department of Energy to proceed with all due speed.

vid Nicholas
President
Scottsboro-Jackson County Chamber of Commerce

PO B0OX G723 - 407 EAST WILLOW STREET = SCOTTSBORQ, ALABAMA 15768 - 256 269-5500
smail sioctl HaWaay. nat

1(cont'd)
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Commentor No. 69: Donald E. Olson

COMMENT FORM "~~~

The Depariment of Energy is interested in your comments on the Drafs Environmental Impact
Statement for the Production of Tritium in a Commercial Light Water Reactor.

There are several ways to provide comments on this document and these include:

+ attending public meetings and giving your « faxing your comments to 1-800-631-0612

comments directly to DOE officials « commenting via the World Wide Web site:

+ retuming this comment form to the
registration desk at the meeting
« retrning this comment form or other written

http/iwwrw.dp.doe.govidp-62

calhing toll-free and leaving your comments

via voice mail, 1-800-332-0801

comments tc the address on the back

C "

(4 cir i eid Lo A

T A o 75w ey

TV'Q rs A X el iTY /-;d_,x:e'ry o Se.mte € BRDaTFaTOT

FEE e

S P oA LT iFS e TAO ol T

NAC A7 bl hows Mocioan S T<5

[ b7 feva voa  JlracTars

. SR

O P A ST pasiny T el o oo

(= 42 g A Patesn,

SR s

Lo e T LY Aautel &7 7 Tl gr 7ok

Lol s 3 T

A eoc p & ek

Bor AL me ok T T e~

’,:-,@/1 Fole Al T { e mise

T SORPaT  Fle T arTaren ©

B €T Cranar T80 PO =

Agb T A AT 7 e ({xfoc7a

Al e fwon FoT

RCIAL LIGHT WATER R}

Thank vou for your input. Please use additional sheets il necessary and actach them to this formo.

Name: _(exre (8 & 22C L

fopdonal }

Organization:

Address: Of S el AU S

City: __Decgr e State: A E

Zip Code: 356 =2

Work phone: 25 & . 727453

Home phone: 2. 86 - &R 286 o 5/¢

Fax:

E-Mail Address:

98

1/07.03

Commentor No. 70: Mayor Louis Price

o1lry qf S5COTHS B

SCOTTSBCRO

ALAB & MA

X &

MGUNTAINS + LAKER & IMOLSITRY

Gail Duffey. City Clerk
Louis Price, Mayor

11.5. Department of Energy

Commereial Light Waler Reactor Project Office
ATTN: Mr. Stephen Sohinki

T.0. Box 44539

Washingion, D.C. 20026-4539

Dear Mr. Sohinki:

From the very beginning of the discussions of the Bellelonte Nuclear Plant as a source of trilium
for our national defense, the City Government of the City of Scottshoro, Alabama has been very
supportive af this plan. Our council and the mayor have expressed this support by resolution as

well as by public statements as a group and individually.

We continue to maintain a strong desite to see Bellefonte completed for the production of
tritium, as well as for the production of much needed elecuric power. For the benelit of our
nation, cost, and schednle wise, it makes sense 10 use the Commercial Light Water Reactor for
this task. The City of Scottsboro stands ready to do whatever can be done to bring this project to
completion.

Sincerely,

~

E ows Price, Mayor
City of Scotrsboro

1/07.03
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Commentor No. 71: Michael D. Roberts

-
naioa )

AmScuh Bank Binlding ¢ P O 8oz 1868 1 Decslw. Alatama 35602 / (256) 3539350 1 FAX (2040} 363 fan

Februury 25. (998

M, Siephien Sohinki

Direcior

1., 8. Depurnment of Energy, Comnaercial
Light Water Reactor Project Office

P, G Box 44330

Washinglon, D. C. 20026-1539

Dear Mr, Sohinki:

Tant the Lxeeutive Diteclor of the North Alabuma Industrial Development Associzlion.
Cur primary mission is to assist commmunities in locating new industey for North Alabama.

[ support the Jackson County leadership in their strong desive for DOY and TVA 10 partner
and produce tritium at Bellefonte. This location offers proven teehnalogy, the quickest
production and the lowest cost,

1/07.03

Tnekson County wad North Alabama will provide DOE and TVA with the necessary suppoit
required for this prajeet.

Sincerely,
j/f/’/ﬂ,«gé}u ot

Michael I, Roburls
Execulive Director

cT

,
3

COMMERCIAL LIGHT WATER REACTOR PROJE

Commentor No. 72: R. Kent Ryan

COMMENT FORM

The Departmert of Energy is interested in your comments on the Drafr Environmenzal Impac:
Statement for the Production of Tritium in a Commercic! Light Warer Reactor.

There are several ways 1o provide commenis on this document and these include:

attending public mestings and giving your « faxing your comments to 1-800-631-0612
comments directly o DOE officials = commenting via the World Wide Web site:
returning this comment form te the hitp:fiwww.dp.doe.gov/dp-62

registration desk at the meeting

returning this eominent form or other wrinen
comments to the address on the back

C . L ANEYOIED By STONE T WESSITL Epfer MEDEME

+

via voice mail, 1-800-332-0891

cailing toll-free and leaving your comments

CORPpeanon BT _IHE _JUA  Hnne Ferey MiccErd

Pl T % SgEE Ve & THE TV MNuco e

oG e et B0y Faousy T BE  owE  OF

THE __ Swewsr, Oupeiry Fooustd pan  Cear  CRFscrice

RCGremme ikt THE oo rvesd T MRy mDowsSE

THE  Feenvoriny OF T4 riorn  #7 pwe  BEicsFonit

[ g Frteags pv,

YA, Ao wRIW (TS Com rmgciiae

e | Cowl | PRowrm BE Db A owuriEd

I N f LA Clomy & 32 P Y D PR AT AR

PR ISE | T, Coiprm @ ET5 Akn  Oploaire T

By cFpod T Moc 8w LT i B Sare Awb

CFFsGmr P e R,

Thagk yon for yoar input. Please use additionsl sheets if necessary and attach them to this form.

Name: R, Menr 24w {optional)

Organization:_S1vye £ Wiinete  Eseius Gt Copfovanerd

Address: ey BooFE PR

City: How et . State: ZEL, 3
Work phone: 250 -~ 24~ ABOS Home phone: 25 324~ 360-QG3 ([

Zip Code: ZL503

Fax: 2L(p—729 - 24 4%

F-Mail Address: Ckryan 5 @ A, . o

244198

1/07.03
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Commentor No. 73: Steve C. Stutts

Gl

STEVE C. STUTTS

TN FHMA | IDMAL REFRESENTATIVE

INTERNATIONAL UNION OF QPERATING ENGINFF RS

INTRODUCTION AFL-I0

WHO ARE YOU. 2B Faklvs DAk CIRCLE Fhons - GO1 922 GB44

BUE 2
Jekgan, MISS 39209

WHO YOU REPRESENT.

Bellefonte should be selected as the primary tritium production source by the Department of

Energy (DOE) to meet our national defense needs. We fully support the selection of Bellefonte

based on the following reasons:

IT IS APROVEN TECHNCLOGY THAT IS SAFE AND ENVIRONMENTALLY
FRIENDLY

The accelerator, at basr, is a science project since no accelerator of this size has been
built and operated before. The proposed aceelerator is two orders of magnitude

greater than existing research accelerators. Bellefonte is proven technology that

will be safely operated on a daily basis by the Tennessee Valley Authority

{TVA). TVA currently safely operates five reactors in the Valley on a daily basis.

MEETS DEPARTMENT (F DEFENSE (DOD) REQUIREMENTS FOR. THE NATICNAL
DEFENSE
TVA could begin supplying tritium in 2005 as mandaled by executive order. The accelerator would

not be able to supply tritium until 2008 if everything went according o plan.

ACCORDING TO CONGRESSIONAL BUDGET OFFICE REPORT, THE
BELLEFONTE OPTION COSTS $13 RILLION LLESS THAN THE

ACCELERATOR OPTION.

1/07.01

Commentor No. 73: Steve C. Stutts (Cont’d)

In cuprent dotlars, the acceleratnr would cost $16 billion while the Bellefonte
aption would cost 33 billion.

In constant doliars, the accelerator option would cost the taxpayers anywhere
fram $9.5 to £16 billion, plus approximately $155 million each year to operate,
while the Bellefonte option would cost the taxpayers a total of $2.5 billion.

The money spent by DOE to complete Bellefonte would be repaid to the federal
government. Revenues fram the sale of electricity will be paid to DOE over the
40-year life of the plant to pay off the investment with interest.

There would be no net loss of revenue to the government and taxpayers,

o CREATES 800 PERMANENT JOBS AND HUNDREDS MORE INDIRECT JOBS. THAT'S
NOT INCLUDING THE ADDITIONAL CONSTRUCTION JOES AT THE PLANT.
This is a significant socio-economic impact on northeast Alabama that must be strongly
considered.
In closing, I undersiand that an Tnteragency Report by the DOE, DOD, National Security Ceuncil,
State Department, Arms Control and Disarmament Agency, White House Office of Science and
Technology Policy, Office of the Vice President , and the Nuclear Regulatery Commission has
concluded that no domestic law or international treaty would be viclated by producing tritium at
Bellefonte; that use of Bellefonte extends the past practice of using government-owned facilities
simultaneously for civil and military purposes rather than setting a new precedent for proliferation;
and that DOE should continue to pursue the CLWR option given the essential defense need for
tritium and the flexibility, technical maturity, and cost-effectiveness of this operation. The Operating

Engineers fully support the production of tritiumn at TVA’s Bellefonte Nuclear Plant.

1(cont'd)
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Commentor No. 74: Mayor Peaches Thompson

October 6, 1998

My name is Peaches Thompson, I am the Mayor of Gurley,
Alabama. In 1985, which Bellefonte was at its peak, our low
to moderate income of people was at 58 percent. In 1997, we
ran another survey and the numbers jumped to 88 percent,
and we feel like part of that was due to Bellefonte closing at
that time.

Speaking on behalf of the 1500 residents of Gurley. we
unanimously support a cooperative effort between DOE and TVA
to complete the Bellefonte Nuclear Plant for the production of
tritinm.

The selection of Bellefonte offers:

1. an assured supply of tritium necessary to our national defense
program,

2. atthe least cost to the U.S. taxpayer,

3. and much needed employment to an economically depressed
arca of the United States.

We stand eager and ready to support DOE and TVA in the process
of making a Bellefonte Tritium Production Facility a reality.

For the records, T would like to present to Mr. Moderator a written

statement of our support.

THANK YOU.

1/07.03

Commentor No. 75: Richard Wrd

GOOD EVENING, MY NAME IS RICHARD WARD, BENERAL ORGANIZER,
REPRESENTING THE INTERNATIONARL ASSOCIATION OF BRIDGE
STRUCTURAL, DRNAMENTAL AND REINFORCING IRON WORKERS AND AN
ACTIVE MEMBER DF THE TENNESSEE VALLEY TRADES RAND LABOR
COUNCIL, WHICH IS COMPRISER OF 15 INTERNATIONAL TRADES AND
LABOR ORGAMIZATIONS.

SPEAKING ON BEHALF OF THE IRON WORKERS INTERNATIONAL
ASSOCIATION, WE WHOLEHEARTEDLY PLEDGE DUR SUFPORT TO THE
DEFARTMENT OF ENERBY AND THE TENNESSEER VALLEY RAUTHORITY FOR
THE COMPLETION OF THE BELLEFONTE PROJECT AS & TRITIUM
PRODUCTION FACILITY INM SUPRORT OF OUR NATIGNAL DEFENSE.

DUR MEMBERS AND FAMILIES, AS WELL AS THE COMMUNITIES IN THE
SOUTHEASTERN UNITED STATES, ARE IN STRONG SUPPORT OF NATIONAL
DEFENSE EFFORTS THAT KEER THIS COUNTRY SAFE AND SECURE.

WE HAVE BEEN BRIEFED ON THE RESULTS OF THE RECENTLY RELEASED
GOVERNMENT-PREPARED ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT, AND WE
FIND TRITiuM PRODUCTION WITH THE BELLEFUONTE RERCTOR TO BR
ENVIROMMENTALLY SAFE AND ECONOMICALLY SDUND.

WE HAVE CAREFULLY ANALYZED THE CONGRESSIONAL BUDBET DFFICE
COST COMPARISON OF THE TRITIUM PRODUCTION ALTERNATIVES AND IT
MAKES NO SENSE WHATSOEVER TO CONSIDER ANY OTHER FACILITY
DTHER THAN THE BELLEFONTE REACTOR TO PRODUCE TRITIUM.

I URGBE THE DEPARTMENT OF ENERGY TO SELECT THE BELLEFONTE
MUCLEAR PLANT AS THE PRIMARY SOURCE OF TRITIUM PRODUCTION.

THAT SELECTION WILL FPROMOTE A COOPERATIVE EFFORT BETWEEN
DRGANIZED LABOR, THE TENNESSEE VALLEY AUTHORITY AND THE
DERPARTHMENT OF ENERSBY THAT WILL SAVE THE TAX PAYER BILLIONS OF
DOLLARSB.

MR MODERATOR, I WOULD LIKE TO PRESENT YOU WITH A CORY OF MY
STATEMENT FOR THE RECORD.

THANK YOU.

1/07.03
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Commentor No. 76: Dan Wiams

=

Doeober &, 1958

I am speaking on behaif of the North Alabama Mayors
Arpociation. The Norch Alabama Mayors Aspovistion cepresents
the intevest of one hundred sgighty municipalities in the North
Alapams area.

The North aAlabama Mayors Association agrees with
those who have reviewed the draft Epvirontencal Impact
Scatement (EIS}] for the production of rritivm in a Commercial
Light Watexr Reactor (CLWR) dated August, 1898, We find the
propoged tritium production program bt be environmentally safe
amnd to prouce ng meagurable health effects. Tn addition, we
conclude that Bellefonte Nuclear Plant should be named in the
BEIS as the preferred alternative based on ite least 1life cyele 1/07.03
cost te the U, S. Taxpayer and the positive sotiocecanomic '
effects ot the project. I am including a suwrmary of the
primary peints from tha Draft BIS used Lo reach rthis
conclueion.

I appreciate the oppaortunilfby to tell you that the
Woxrth Alabama Mayvores Association supports wholeheartedly the
production of tritium at rhe Bellefonte Nuclear Plant,

Dan Willisms
President, North Alabama
Mayors Agsociation

PO Boxdos iMamaulls, Fllalama 15508
(205) 5087304 * Fhow (05 FER-T5ZS

Commentor No. 76: Dan \Wiams (Cont’d)

DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT (EIS)
FOR
TRITIUM PRODUCTION AT BELLEFONTE NUCLEAR PLANT

USES OF TRITIUM

Trtium 16 a radivactive isatopa of hydrogen. If ot properly controfied it can be dangersus, but
when contrelled propaty is safe and can save fives, Tritiom 1s;

+ Used for lite selenca and drug metabolism studies to ensure the safety of potential new
drugs

ngd for salf=-luminous aircraft and cammercigl exit signs

Liged for luminous dials, gauges and wrist weiches

Used to prodyce luminaus paint

Used in Doppler Radar

Lisad as s triggering companant (i.e, boos!s yield) In nuciear waapons

- s 8w

NONPROLIFERATION ISSUES
{Nonprofferation is defined as prevering the intreess or spresd of nuciess weapons)

Interagency Revisw of Nonproliferation Implications coneaming tritium production was

complatad on July 14, 1998 and concluded the following:

« Nenproliferation policy issues azsoclated with @ Commercial Light Water Reactor (CLWR)
are manegeable and DOE shoutd continues to purtus the CLWR ontion,

« Nolagal or freaty prohibitians againat titium preduction in 2 CLWR.

+ Many exceptions have been made over the years to separation of civiian and mifitary use
of nuclaar anemgy.

» Reactors producing tritium can remain on 1AEA Safeguards List.

= No bilateral “pesceful usas® agreaments will be violated, Reactors making trithurn will use
.8, - erigin uranium fual,

« TvA'e charter gives it & national security responsibility.

A Mouse of Raprasentitivas Tesk Force {chaired by Lindsey Graham of South Caralina)
issued @ report to the Speaker of the House 1 1895 concluding:

= Production of titium in a commercial reacter js not @ profferanon concem.

*  Producing tritum in 2 reacter i3 no different than praducing tritum in an eccelarator.

» Raising nonprofiferation concemsg is 3imply en argument to sell the accalerator option.

Belefonts would be operaled az g slectrical power generatlon faciiity with the ability to provite
DOE with iradiation servicss for tritium production.

Sjuswndog juswwo)d
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Commentor No. 76: Dan \Wiams (Cont’d)

ISSUES RAVIEWED OY E(S

Land use

Visuai Resources

Air Quality

Water Quality and Use

Archeclogical and historic resources

Blotis {lving things) resources including Whreatened and endengered specles
Saciceconarmics (interaction of social and sconomic factors)

Public and Workar Masith snd Safaty

® & 9 9 = 8 =

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS OF OPERATION OF RELLEFONTE REACTORS

v EIS verifies that the incremental Impacts of producing ftium in & commerciai reastor are
armall with no measurabla health affects.

No air quality standards will be exceaded.

No impacts to threataned or encangered spacies are axpected.

Thare will be » vizua! impact from the cooling towesr vapor plume,

Minima! impact on Guntarsyille Raservolr (0.2% of tha flow).

Miror impacts to aquatic resourcas from impingament in cooling water intake screens,
Positiv socieesonomic impacts

B 00 Rellefonts warkers

8 Up to 800 indirect jobs

B Unemployment rate would stabilize approximately 2 % balow current levels,

RADIATION EXPOSURE

SOURCES OF PUBLIC RADIATION BXPOSURE

Natural Redon - 200 millirems per year

Cosmic Radiation - 28 milllreme per year

Terrastrial - 28 milllrams par vaar

internal (your own body)- 39 millirems per yaar

Madical X-Ray ~ 39 millieems eech fime

Nuctear Medicine - 14 miffirems sach uss

Orinking Well Water - 7 1o 6 milirems per year

£ Hour Airplane Flght - 2.5 millirems

Eavng Food Grown with Phosphate Feritizers - 1 10 2 millrems per yoar
Wearing porcatain dental crowns or deniures - 0.7 miflirams per year
Buflafente Reactor Operation with Tritium Production « 0.58 millirems per year
Gooking with Natural Qas - 0.4 mifirems par yoar

Bellefunte Reactor Gparation - 0.28 milllrems per year

LEE B 25 B T B TRy

Commentor No. 76: Dan \Wiams (Cont’d)

PUBLIC RADIATION EXPOSURE COMPARISON

+ Average U.S. resident (Backgreund) - 363 millitems pef yeer

« Resident of Denvear, Celorado (Background) - 442 millirems per yaar

v Rasident of Jackson County, AL {Background) - 355 millireme per yesr

« Raegident of Jackson County, AL (Background pius Bellefonte Reacter Qperation) -
355,26 millirems per yeer

=«  HResidant of Jackson County, AL {Background pius Bellefente Reactor Qperation with
Tritium Production) - 35558 millirems per year

CONCLUSION: BELLEFONTE SHOULD BE THE PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE!

The draft CLWR S5 does not identify a preterred altamative for producing tritium. A no action
akamative is for DOE te bufld an accelerator in South Camlina. After vigwing the graft EIS
and comparing the potential impasts associated with the altemalives, Inctuding the no actlen
altgmativa, we believe that the prefarred atamative should be idantified as any alternative
that inciudes Ballefonte. This balief is based on the following:

= Nepligible anvironmental impacts with no measurabie health effects.

Positive saciveconamic Impacts supporting economic growth and devajopment

Flexible titium production capacity t© meeat changing tritium neads

Preven technolagy compared 1o the No Astion alternative

No profiferation issues that are not manageabie under existing laws and controls
associated with CLWRs

» Leasi Total Life Cycle Cost

101089y Jarepn 1YBIT [RI0IBWILWOD © Ul WNNLL JO UONINPpoId 8yl 4o} Juawalels 1oedw| [eluswuoliAug [eulq
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Commentor No. 77: Danny L. Wiams

October 6, 1998

My name is Danny L. Williams, Business Manager of the
International Union of Operating Engineers, Local 320,
Florence, Alabama.

Speaking on behalf of the 560 members, we unanimously support
a cooperative effort between the Department of Energy and the
Tennessee Valley Authority to complete the Bellefonte Nuclear
Plant for the production of tritium,

The selection of Bellefonte offers:

1. an assured supply of tritium necessary to our national defense
program,

2. atthe least cost to the U.S. taxpayer,

and much needed employment to an economically depressed

area of the United States.

(Fe)

We stand eager and ready to support DOE and TVA in the process
ofmaking a Bellefonte Tritium Production Facility a reality.

For the records, I would like to present to Mr. Moderator a written
statement of our support.

THANK YOU.

1/07.03

Giary Lackey, Director

Commentor No. 78: David Thornell

Jackson C'ounty Ecenomic Development Authority
Supports Tritium Production at Bellefante

The lead economie/industrial development marketing and recruitment agency for Jackson
County gives their enthusiastic endorsement for the production of tritium ai the TVA-
Bellefonte facility.

We feel that the selection of Bellefonie by the DMOE to serve this nation’s tritium needs
represents a win-win gituation for our county and this country. It is the clear winner and
perhaps the best deal that the United States will ever bave availeble from an investment
standpoint. The shared power revenues as proposed will more than pay back all
expenditures and the production of tritium in a light water reactor is the only proven
method under consideration. We have learned a lot about this process through this
selection phase. We have read the Environmental Impaect Documents. We believe it is
and will be safe. Without this knowledge we would be firm in oppesing this project.
However, based on the facts, Jackson County offers an operating envirenment that will
be overwhelming in its support. This is true from our first-hand view and invelvement
and as indicated by these Jocal public hearings. We want the jobs, we want the dollars
and we want t0 support our nation’s security interests by joining DOE and TVA in a
partnership that will accomplish these common ard vitally important objectives.
Bellefonte is the wise choice and therefore the best choice.

417 South Broad Streer = PO. Jan 6089 = Seotlshora, Al 35 76H-060S
Ph:(256) 574-1331 * Fux: (256} 25940575
E-Mail: KFDAGHIWAAY. ner

Bunn Lovelady, Chuirman ER

ielra Jnndan, Viee-Cluiren .

Wade “Bo* Murray, Treasurcr . ag&m@ @{(/ﬂ[}{, . David Thennedl, CHD,
lim Cireen, Seererary Cr L oA B A Mo Executive [Direclor
“lommy Hacding, Director

lames V. |astings, Stircetar Foomomic: Developrnens Authority Shelia Bryany,

Assistant Nircemr

1/07.03
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Commentor No. 79: Anonymous (3)

The Department of Energy is interested in your comments on the Drgft Environmental Impact
Statement for the Production of Tritium in a Commercial Light Water Reactor.

There are several ways 10 provide comments o this document and these inclade:

= attending public mectings &nd giving your + faxing your comments 10 1-500-631-0612

14

comments directly to DOE officials * commenting via the World Wide Web site:
- + returning this comment form to the hitputfwww.dp.doe. govidp-62
z registration desk at the meeting « calling toll-free and leaving your comments
:‘ = returning this comment form or other written via voice mail, 1-800-332-0801
: i comments to the address on the back
o=t 4 1 -
~ Comments: @ 5e (e P pti,  Fobachie, 1/07.03
bl .o . .
o /J:Tm Nopid oy £
7y
r_/‘_‘
o3
[~
=4
Pk
—
=
s
[
-
-
]
fdlle]
'
[
S
—
-
g
-
-
&)
o
=
]
=
'é': Thank you for your input. Please use additional sheets if necessary and attach them to this form.
O Name: (optonal)
o Organization:
Address:
City: State: Zip Code:
Work phone: Home phene:
Fax:
E-Mail Address:

TG

Commentor No. 80: Anonymous (4)

COMMENT FORM

The Departineat of Energy is interested in your conmments on the Draft Environmental Impact
Statement for the Production of Tritium in a Commercia! Light Water Reactor.

There are several ways 10 provide comments on this document and these include:

« faxing your comments to 1-300-631-0612

s commenting via the Woeld Wide Web site:
htp:ifwww.dp. doe. govidp-62

= calling toll-free and leaving your comments
via voice mail, 1-800-332-0801

* snending public meetings and giving yous
comments directly to DOE officials
*+ returning this comment form to the
desk at the i

* returning this comment form or other written
comments to the address on the back

ACTOR PROJECT

Y

R Rl

AL LIGHT WATE

F

RCI

-

4

-

Thank you for your loput. Please use sdditional shiets i becessury aad atiech thews io this form.

MM

1/14.04
|‘2/22.01
3/15.03
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Commentor No. 81: Melvin L. Brewer

IRON WORKERS LQCAl, UNION NO. 704
- "?"“:r“f‘

INTERNATICNAL ASSOCIATION OF BRIDGE S} ENTAL AND REINFORGING IRON WORKERS

CHATTANDOGA, TENNESSEE 37406

2715 BELLE ARBOR AVENUE P

X
MELVIN L. BREWER 423/ 622-2112

42376232 H 1>,
Businass Managar T

e

Good Evening,

I am Melvin Brewer, Business Manager of Local 704 of the
International Association of Bridge, Structural, Ornamental and
Reinforcing Ironworkers from Chattamcoga, TN.

COn behalf of our 600 plus members, I would like to voice our
support for the proposed Commercial Light Water Reactor for the
production of Tritium Gas at Bellefonte with Watts Bar and
Sequoyah as a back-up.

The reasons for our support are numercus and are heneficial not
only toc the people of this area, but to the American pecople as a
whale.

Some of the reascns are

Savannah River Site does not meet the 2005 production of tritium
mandated by the President and Congress.

Accelerator Production of tritium reguires a 500MW power source
for operation. Bellefont wiil actual produce power.

As for the safety of the plant, TVA has an excellent record.
Accident risk for Bellafonte is one fatal cancel every 245
million years and transportation risk is less than cne fatal
cancer per 100,000 years., The risks factor for Watts Bar and
Sequoyah are quite a bit less.

Additional low-level waste is abcut 1% of TVA current volume.

While the accelerator is an un-proven method, Cemmercial light
water method has been proved at Watts Bar. With Watts Bar and
Sequoyah has a back-up this plan will insure the country’s supply
of tritium fer it's National Defense needs.

As Tritium production in a commercial reactor is not prohibited
by International nor the United States law. We feel like the

penefits out weight the risk.

1/07.01

Commentor No. 82: Danny M. Easter

The Department of Energy is interested in your comments on the Draft Environmental impact
Starement for the Production of Tritium in a Commercial Ligh: Water Reactor.

There are several ways to provide comments on this document and these incinde:

attending public meetings and giving your + faxing your comments to 1-800-631-0612
comments directly to DOE cfficials + commenting via the World Wide Web site:
returning this comment form to the http://www.dp.doe.gov/dp-62

registration desk at the meeting calling toll-free and leaving your comments
+ rewrning this comment form < other writtea via voice mail, 1-800-332-0801

comrzents to the address on the back

kY

Thaok you for your input. Please use additional sheets if necessary and attach them to this form.

COMMERCIAL LIGHT WATER REACTOR PROJECT

Name: Dg po m. gy L (optional)
Orgenization: P2 wfer's ate gme @ pa 2&

Address: [Z.c0. Beow Ty 7

City: Roe s erda State: 7= 5 n Zip Code: 3255 ¢

Work phone: 2.3« 365 353
Fax:
E-Mail Address:

Home phone: <42 3 ~3% 5 —#gg /

TASE

1/07.03

Sjuswndog juswwo)d
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RCIAL LIGHT WATER REACTOR PROJE

o

COMMI

Commentor No. 83: Ronald E. Easter

COMMENT FORM

The Department of Energy is interested in your cornments on the Dvaft Environmenta! Impact
Statement for the Production of Tritium in a Commercial Light Water Reactor.

There are several ways to provide comments on this document and these include:

anending public meetings and giving your + faxing your comments to 1-800-631-0612
comments directly to DOE officials * commenting via the World Wide Web site:
= renmning this comment form to the http://www.dp.doe.gov/dp-62

registration desk at the meeting calling toll-free and leaving your corments
+ returnipg this comment form or other written via voice mail, 1-800-332-0801
comments to the address on the back

s e Hasgeeny Uy oh Srabics |
- [ r S .

Thank you for yoor input. Please nse additional sheets if necessary and attach them to this form.

Name: Qp\r‘a Ir.l ; E‘i#{' {optional)
Organization: 2 ate &/ 03¢ Clar,
Address:@m&:&# B 0. Bex 942

City: _Koc ko State: __J, le Code: 3 234t/
Worlc phone: Lj -4 Home phone: _ 354~ J/34
Fax

E-] Mml Address:

UEIE

COMMERCIAL LIGHT WATER REACTOR PROJECT

Commentor No. 84: Linda Ewald

COMMENT FORM

The Department of Energy is interested in your comments on the Draft Environmenral impact
Statement for the Production of Tritium in a Commercial Light Water Reactor.

There arc several ways to provide comuments on this documnent and thesc include:

.

comments directly to DOE officials
returning this comment form o the
registration desk at the meeting

returning this comment form or other written

comments 1o the address on the back
Lenhaue mie

hetp:/fwww.dp.doe.govidp-62

via voice mail, 1-800-332-0801

attending public meetings and giving your = faxing your comments to 1-800-631-0612
commenting via the World Wide Web site:

calling toll-free and leaving your comments

Ce b5 - W0 e pponed Yo e Procteg Sew ofSyitium | berga ||1/10 03
o dya g wraneed sk emiieos vages b Comaizavean hwx‘ ’
ngranent Mazaeh P bumiie heath, ag R sC nra(\’.u( hina e, I|2/1404
i (inem w Cint atn 1131604
st bt G mtde Y e Fagng el u‘:*‘-‘: Aal bhe 114/23.13
amawerztihy o Y L n nueleae ware primy 1l /01.10
The vkl Slu cless m‘-\:\-i net  nperd b hue G
e year X6 Ty DOT'S colealalos Wbe UGS cgan
R R A P bt rmx: G seer & Lorbhy o g
tl‘\'.'()@.u\(\.‘e&hw N ta kil A0 ICLMJK l(-h\:? CJ\l“»-J\'_\L-J - 6/02.02
A M bioe poanedil 4R r\t’c‘r:‘!;a&‘ canl Aebd,
. i Al 4 A
& Chun . x 4(cont'd)
i iacrghee (- llien elevs cleilorm ConyOil Cpoede
Ay nec: x\\u“blf ATES,

5(cont'd)

Dud wned e Ol i preilag Ry ef pden; 'u,:".'at‘?ﬁhl

Nﬁ?r\us e G i i Pur i amimpnal Sl g
P i 5] T AR, ' : .

Cirmd, \'E\XY\L\&_I( \'J_L‘LU‘W woncheel Sh WS (w0, 33 7/01.04
Thank you for yoar input. Please use additional sheets if mecessary and attach them to this form. l—-——')
Name: 0 s ‘LJN A (( (optional)

Organization: Yo

[N Ponk L N el

Phem{r

Address-€{U8] ezl ?‘-.c,z ] oh
City: _Wigag.Ale State: TN Zip Code: 11433
‘Work phone: Home phone:

Fax:

E-Mail Address:

NAGE
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Commentor No. 84: Linda Ewald (Cont’d)

Wipoirasy Tor uwa de orifione aither nafims B trgir wne o
Cutpey rren rell Hoagdheds b prate i Tt bEar s mE tra el | Lk e
e Pl pilee J0 predace ribue e our Ciuilioe e,
D;:.n-lrm;-aulrrﬂ o buwse brow | T ode mel woed o Swppar
Iha  procha K o i g @ I;I.-mjmg_hnr L P e e riall,
Ltapere of s desbruchie bheanbee 000 of Cpaobin .
This Pl Sebs o Procediad had will dminry cur
nhernh Faeral  pon - preliee ofrieon e form, T umye i
et T bkt '-_,-.]-IJr'F'l"#'ﬂL Pt A e Cle s o Oeve e
g I""“"“.,_'. deven Conse O 1 e Is Spart ¥res "'-P-l-m ]
e il e our Ralh, our heme dad our Buduw 7
hamb-cqu For the oppurtuniby fo Crmmed,

7(cont'd

N

Commentor No. 85: \llliam Grif fith

Stone & Webster

STATEMENT FROM STONE & WEBSTER

My name is Willlam (Bill) Geiffith, [am a Vice President with Stone & Webster
Engineering Corporation. We are now the Engineers of Record for the Bellefonte nuclear
plant. We are one of the world’s largest engineens and constructers of commercial
nuclear facilities. We have reviewed the Draft Environmental Impact Statement and

FOUNDED
E889

would like o compliment the Depantment of Energy on the thoroughness of that report. 1/07.03

And we agree with the conclusions ac stared both from a safety perspective and from the
impact on the environment. We as the engineers, through our engineering and design
respansibiiities, will ensure thar the Bellefonre nuclear power station is designed in

compliance with all applicabie laws and environmental regulations.

10/5/98

Hit#

Stone & Webster, Incorporated
P.0. Box 2325, Boston, Massachusatia 021107-2385
246 Summer Street, Boston, Magaachusetts 02210
Tel; BI7-BEH-5111 Fox: £17-588-2156
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Commentor No. 86: Ann Harris

Ann Harris phone # 423.376-4851
305 Picke! Road Fax # 423-376-8864
Ten Mile, TN 37830 e-mail: aptckel@aol com

October 8, 1998

Comments to DRAFT EIS on TRITIUM production using the commercial light water
reactors @ TVA:

1, Decommissioning of a TRITIUM production site has never been performed therefore

wha i3 going to clean up the mess left at Watts Bar when DOE and DOD leave? The cost

will be much higher at a tritium production plant than at a plant not making 1/20.01
tntium, Will the rate payers of TVA have that added to their stranded cost when

deregulation hits?

2. [ could not find the definitions for such words as —
-“measurable health effects” I| 2/14.11
--“associated impacts of transporting || 3/18.02
--previous (TVA) impact statements—: “serve to a great extent as the basis for
this EfS™
---Does it mean that DOE went back into history and found something they liked 4/05.25
and used i1 ——-that is what appears to have happened here. Watts Bar was
licensed 3(three) years ago----Sequoyah over 15 and Bellefonte does not have one
that is in this decade. So what is the basis for making that statement. What 1s the
NRC basing their decision of NO Significant Impact!
—--What does No Sipnificant Impact mean? Does that mean that the local people
are of no significance, the country surrounding Watts Bar or the river is of no
significance? Some where you must define how vou use the word “significant” 5/05.28
and how it applies to this EIS.
-=-TVA and the¢ NRC both use the word signilicant until an action happens that
makes people scrcam “Uncle™.  So Tam asking what DOE’s usage is in this
format?
3. You have used the national average of fuel rod burns to set the

standard in this EIS. Why didn’t you use TVA’s average of

burns. Is it because the average is much higher than 2 (two} 6/19.06

per vear. Using competent and safe nuclear programs around

the nation does not reflect TVA’s record.

4, What is the basis for using INPO’s reports to defend using TVA’s CLWRs when the

public does not have access to those reports and cannat get them? (The NRC and TVA

both use INPO documents to make critical judgments that best suit them to 2/09.05
write violations against TVA and TVA does not produce ALL of INPO’s comments '
when talking to the public. Therefore the public is at a vast disadvantage responding to

this EIS on that basis alone)

Commentor No. 86: Ann Harris (Cont’d)

page 2
ann harris
10-8-98 comments

5. You used the “affected environment area” terminology at the Bellefonte Meeting,
Does that mean that you base that on the “current prevailing winds?”

6. What is the current waste water program that the TVA nuclear programs use to clean
up the reactor coolant waste water prior to release into the Tennessee river? Where is
the procedure for that and how often is that program fested to support its reliability?
What is the criteria that the NRC will use to monitor that program?

Where is that criterta located now?

7. Arthe Bellefonte it was stated that if TVA has an over run of  the bid that TVA will
pick up the overrun; ie. the rate payers. Does the | 9Billion dollars that using the
CLWRs at TVA also inctude the cost of transportation to the SRS and does it include
the cost of the extraction facility? If not why not?

8. You have made the point several times that TVA is a government agency. 1fthat is a
matter of fact shouldn’t you notify the White House, congress, the media as well as the
TVA Chairman and board in addition to the rate payers in the valley and notify them that
TVA will be sharing the cost of mismanagement and iilepal activities with all of the
taxpayers across America.  Also you state that TVA’s reactors are government owned.
When did the rate payers sell off the assets of the valley? What is the hasis for these
statements and why was this languape used? TVA has never been known iii the past as a
government agency. Doe is taking the position that DOE only has to come in and
confiscate TVA!

9 Invyour draft you report very small numbers of abused employees that have been
harmed as a result of raising safety issues. Are those numbers from the Department of
Labor or is that from the thugs at Region Il of the NRC or is that from the TVA

Nuclear’s Vice President that says that the NRC----DOE——-DOL----the media-—- or
the public does not know the law and that TVA has never abused any one over safety
1s50es.

10. How will TVA—-——the NRC---n—- and DOE ensure a safety conscious work
environment where employces feel free 1o raise safety issues with out damage to them |
their families or their careers? When a TVA employee receives a death threat at his/her
work desk since 1995 up and through out the past month then safety is not a top priority
of these agencies. Where is my confidence that you are willing to protect workers from
management abuse?

8/14.12

9/11.01

10/23.14

11/09.06
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Commentor No. 86: Ann Harris (Cont’d)

Page 3
ann harris
10-8-98 comments

11. Will DOE pay replacement cost for damage to private when the accident happens?
{since the Price Anderson Act only requires that an insurance company to pay a set
amount for damage to private property.) How will you reimburse me for your
recklessness?

12. At the Bellefonte meeting you stated that you will be using Watts Bar, Sequoyah and
in addition to Bellefonte to keep up the production on an annual rotation. What is the
basis for this menage a trois with DOE? Aliso where in the EIS is that scenario
addressed?

[ have additional comments but will seck that they be addressed through further written
Comments.

12/15.01

13/03.03

R REACTOR PRO

T WATE

+
; |

RCIAL LG

a i
L

‘OMMI

(

Commentor No. 87: Jerry Wlills

The Department of Energy is interested in your cormments o the Draft Environmental Impact
Statement for the Praduction of Tritium in a Commercial Light Water Reactor.

There afe several ways 10 provids comments on this document and these incinde:

attending pubiic meetings and giving your + faxing your cominents to 1-800-631-0612
comments directly to DOE officiats « comumenting via the Werld Wide Web site:
returning this comument form to the http:Awww.dp.doe.gov/dp-62

regisiration desk at the meeting calling toll-free and leaving your cornments
« returning this comment form or other written via veice mail, 1-800-332-0801

comiments 1o the address on the back

.

Comments:
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Thank you for your input. Please use additional sheets if neeessary and actach tiem to this form.

Name: __ Serey &5 ir 40 iopronal)

Organization: A Ay~ [9, Acitany LEpios nd Uit P A

Address: B oo gtala Tl _

City: oy 7n State: __ =737, Zip Code: 2252 7
Work phone: /7.2 zz,iz)’ FRiZ Home phone: ¢, - Ffalcr

Fax:

E-Mail Address: ___ /¢ ot 0 FUS . st
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Commentor No. 88: Jesse L. Reed

The Department of Energy is interested n your cornments on the Draft Environmenial Impact
Statement for the Production of Tritium in a Commercial Light Water Reactor.

Thete are several ways to provide comments on this document and these include:

» attending public meetings and giving your » faxing your comments to 1-800-631-0612
comments directly to DOE officials
returning this comment form to the hitp:/fwww.dp.doe.gov/dp-62
registration desk at the meeting
returning this comment form or other written via voice mail, 1-800-332-0801

.
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commenting via the World Wide Web site:

cailing toll-free and leaving your comments

Thank you for your input. Please use additional sheets if necessary and attach them to this form.

Name; _3= e Lo Fmadl (opticnal)

© Organization:_Zise .y rslervs cal Paz  Choth Temm s

Address: 2wz 2 gy e, g psviod Moo Koo

City: (& pvemele eus State: _Teumm.  ZipCode: 2>z
Work phone: Home phone: _ 23} 65w G

Fax:

E-Mail Address:

Traoh
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Commentor No. 89: Steveahner

October 8, 1998

U.S. Department of Energy

Commercial Light Water Reactor Project Office
P 0. Box 44536

Washington, DC 20026-4539

Dear Mr, Sohinki;

I have the following comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Staternent {DOE/EIS-
0238D) for the Production of Tritium in 8 Commercial Light Water Reactor.

1. Summary - Section S.1.1 after last sentence add the same last sentence as Volume 1
section 1.1.1 which states: “DOE is considering only the purchase of irradiation
services, not the purchase of a reactor.”

2. Volume 1, Section 1.3.5 - Add reference to Speaker’s Task Force on Nuclear Cleanup
and Tritium Production, A Report titled: “Getting on with Tritium Production: A
Report to Speaker Newt Gingrich” dated September 29, 1995, Reason for my
comment is that this report also concluded there were no treaties, laws, or pelicies
violated with CLWR tritium production,

3. Volume 1 Section 5.2.11 - Construction Impacts (regarding Accelerator) - I do not
believe the most significant impact regarding dewatering has been captured.

The current wording in the Draft CLWR EIS Section 5.2.11 currently states that
impacts would be minimal, but there is no mention of the groundwater being
contaminated. The APT Draft EIS, Section 3.3.2.2 identifies that radiological
analysis of groundwater from the water table showed that radium and tritium are
present in some locations beneath the preferred site and are slightly above the
respective drinking water standards.

4. Under ERP No. D-DOE-A093828-00 Rating EC2, Surplus Plutonium Disposition
(DOE/EIS-0283) for Siting, Construction and Operation of three facilitics for
Plutonium Dispasition the EPA expressed concern as to the lack of assurance that
proposed operations would not lead to further adverse impacts.

Draft CLWR EIS, Section 5.2.11, subsection on Operational lmpacts statcs that the
APT would produce neutrons which have the potential to penctrate the shielding and
be absorbed by the soil and groundwater, This indicates that there would be adverse
impacts from operations of the facility and that the EPA concerns under the
plutonium disposition ELS are valid and should therefore also be addressed for the

APT. I am not suggesting that all of the APT Impacts be addressed in the CLWR EIS.

I do believe though that the most significant ones should be mentioned in the CLWR
EIS since the APT is the no action alternative. If this area is not yet addressed in the

1/24.12

2/01.04

3/04.05
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Commentor No. 89: Steveafiner (Cont’d)

APT EIS, it would not be appropriate to address it in the CLWR EIS until the APT

EIS has evaluated the issue.

Sincerely,
Steve Tanner

2475 Allegheny Dr.
Chattanooga, TN 37421

I‘ 3(cont'd)

Commentor No. 89: Steveahner (Cont’d)

FR-ENVIRONMENTAL SCAN: 09/25/98

RA Web Page: hitp://insidenct.tva govienvimgtiregaffira him
For full text or "pdf™ format: hitpAfinsidenet tva govienvmytiregalf/fedrep/em93 598 him

Index of Ttems: {09/25/98 Total 2)
1. EPA—-Environmental Impact Statements and Regulations; Availability of EPA Comments

2. EPA—Common Sense Initiative Council, (CSIC)

——Na. | of 2

L-SID No. : 645207 (72 lines)

PAGE: 63 FR 51345 NO. 186 09/25/98
CFR: -NONE-

CAPTION:  Environmental Impact Statements and Regulations; Availability of
EPA Comments

AGENCY; Office of Federal Activities

Office for Enforcement

Environmental Protection Agency -
ACTION: Notice

CONTACT: Office of Federal Activities, 202-564-5076

SUMMARY: ERP No. D-DOE-A09828-00 Rating EC2, Surpius Plutonium Disposition (DOE/EIS-
Page 1

0283) for Siting, Construction and Operation of three facilities for

Plutorium Disposition, Possible Sites Hanford, Idzho National Engineering and

Environmentai Laboratory, Pantex Plant and Savannah River, CA, TD, NM, SC, TX and WA.

Summary: EPA expressed environmental concern based on the effects on water and ecological resources
and the presence of contamination in the existing environment and lack of assurance that the praposed
operations would not lead to further adverse impacts.
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Commentor No. 90: Steveahiner

Good Evening, My name is Steve Tanner. 1 have over twenty six years
experience in the nuclear and defense industries. I am an employee of TVA.
[ am here tonight though not as a TVA employee, but as an intercsted citizen
and concerned taxpayer of the United States of America. The views and
beliefs T express to you tonight are my own.

For over two years now, I have had the opportunity to gain a tremendous
amount knowledge regarding DOE’s efforts to obtain a new assured supply of
tritium. I have researched information regarding what tritium is, the
associated health effects, why the United States needs tritium, what has been
occurring in congress and in DOE since 1989 pertaining to tritium production,
what other nations are doing about tritium production, what the United States
policies are regarding proliferation, arms reduction, science and technology,
and how our political process is working just to name of few. 1 have also
reviewed and compared data provided in the draft EIS’s for both the CLWR
and the APT options. [ would be afraid to even try to estimate the volume of
material I have seen and read regarding tritium.

Let me start by commending DOE and TVA for their thoroughness and depth
int the draft Environmental Impact Statement for the CLWR production of
tritium. [ truly believe that all potential impacts have been identified and
thoroughly evaluated.

Nt
News I would like to share with you a few things that 1 have learned through
my research regarding the No Action Alternative:

hHD

The first thing T leamed involves fime and money:

DOE has been attempting to provide an assured supply of tritium to
meet defense needs for at least fen years now. In March 1989, a report
was prepared identifying that an Accelerator for the production of
tritium could be designed and built in Hanford, Washington at a cost of
$2.3 Billion in 9 vears.

Today, over nine years later, 3 years into conceptual and detailed

design activities, after numerous studies and some limited testing and
who knows at what cost to date, the estimate is even higher. There is
still $3.5 Billion to go to get an accelerator facility built and operating,

1/23.15

Commentor No. 90: Steveafiner (Cont’d)

40 years of operations and mainienance cost, nine more years to go on
the schedule, and not in Washington State but now in South Carolina.

What this indicates to me is that we have people in this country that
have found their answer to our ailing Social Security Program --- they
have found a way to fond their own retirements through a pork barrel
program called the Accelerator Production of Tritium-—and it’s being
paid for through our tax dollars,

The second thing I learned deals with political interference:

Congress hag each vear, T know since 1993, passed laws that required
DOE to find a solution and make a decision regarding a source of
tritium. In fact, in November 1993, congress passed the FY94 Defense
Authorization Act which required DOE to evaluate the commercial
production of tritium. Then a law was passed that specifically required
any new tritium production facility to be built in South Carolina. Why
South Carolina? Politics!

In 1995, DOE’s dual path strategy using an accelerator or a CLWR
was published after the urging of congress for DOE to again consider
commercial production. Congress recognized in public law the dual
path strategy and mandated a decision date by DOE.

Since then a political battle has been occurring. This battle has been
Accelerator pork barrel benefactors against those that are serious about
what is best for our country. Fortunately, we have some very strong
and capable congressional members that have maintained DOE down a
steady path of finding what is best for the Umted Stales and who
support the decision being made by DOE based on merit not politics.

I believe that DOE can and will make a decision based on what is best
for the United States as long as the pork barrel politicians stay out of
their way.

1(cont'd)

2/01.02

101089y Jarepn 1YBIT [RI0IBWILWOD © Ul WNNLL JO UONINPpoId 8yl 4o} Juawalels 1oedw| [eluswuoliAug [eulq



€9-¢

Commentor No. 90: Steveafiner (Cont'd)

The third thing I leamed also involves political interference but is more
specific to so called proliferation implications;

Who’s to say what we as a country can achieve regarding arms
reduction and control. Ihave seen some major shifts in our policy as a
nation. Moving more and more towards being the leader in nuclear
weapons reductions. The United States has beer a leader in the
development of the Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty, the Non-
proliferation Treaty, aad is currently leading the world towards
adopting a Fissile Materials Cut-off Treaty.

Yet while we move forward towards these goals, let us not forget that
to lead we must take the right actions. 1 know that until we achieve
total world nuclear disarmament the right action is for the United States
to maintain a nuclear deterrent. T also know that to maintain that
deterrent safe and reliable we need tritivm.

I believe to build an accelerator as a “New Nuclear Defense
Production Facility” as part of the Nuclear Weapons Compiex is not
the right action. I state this because a new accelerator facility built
with a mission of trittum production, a facility capable of producing
fissile material such as plutoniom and uranium, a new production
factlity controlled by the Nuclear Weapons Coruplex and probably not
subject to JAEA accountability inspections, a facility that uses a
technology that is not under current export controls --- that all of these
things indicate hiph risk and they carry major proliferation implications.

On the contrary, DOE’s purchase of trradiation services through a
financial arrangement with TV A which allows for completion of
Bellefonte, is consistent with the direction our country has been going
regarding other military versus civilian technology vses.

Let me share this with you: The United States National Security,
Science and Technology Strategy states: “The Adminustration has
launched initiatives that reflect new ways of doing business.
Acquisition reform removes barriers that separate the defense industry
from the commercial industry and thus ensures that the mikitary
acquires the highest quality equipment at the lowest cost. Our dual-use
technology policy recognizes that our nation can no lenger afford 1o

3/01.04

Commentor No. 90: Steveahner (Cont’d)

maintain two distinct industrial bases and allows our armed forces to
exploit the rapid rate of innovation of commercial industry to meet
defense needs.”

So [ believe as we lead the world to disarmament and te minimize any
potential proliferation implications, building the accelerator is not the
right action. I also believe the right action is to use a CLWR. [ state
this because use of a CLWR:

« supports our dual-use technology policy,

¢ does not violate any laws, treaties, or policies,

¢ Provides greater govermnent control than the DOE Nuclear
Weapons Complex which is managed by pnivate sector
Management and Operations companies under contract with DOE
and in business for a profit while TVA reactors are managed and
operated by government employecs, and

» aCLWR would only be used to irradiate DOE compenents that
produce tritium in a non-weapons usable form more like producing
a raw material than the finished product in a TVA reactor.

In summary,

I recommend that DOE include as the preferred alternative to be identified in
the Final CLWR EIS use of the Bellefonte facility with, when and if needed, a
Watts Bar backup, and

1 request that DOF. move expeditiously to eliminate any further funding of the
“Accelerator Production of Tritium Preject”™ or as a mimimum rename the

project to the “BercBarrat - Fund Qur Retirement Production of Tritium
Project” Thew wWinen Samsonc sAgs Hhey Aag FOR RPT e e e

-{'\nt\l P-'En\\~{ rAE A
I thank you for listening and submit a copy of my comments for the record
and your consideration.

Comments of Steve Tanner at Public Meeting an Tritium Production in Commercial Light Water
Reactors, October 8, 1998, Evenssville, TN

3(cont'd)

4/07.01

5/06.05

6/04.01
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Commentor No. 91: Charles R. &bkon

COMMENT FORM

The Depanment of Energy is interested in your comments on the Draft Environmenial Impact
Staternent for the Production of Tritium in a Commercial Light Water Reactor.

There ate several ways 1o provide comments on this document andt these include:

= attending public meetings and giving your « faxing your comments 1o 1-800-631-0612

comments directly to DOE officials + commenting via the World Wide Web site:
+ returping this comment form to the hatpuifwrww.dp.doe. gov/dp-62
registration desk at the meeting * calling toll-free and leaving your comments

» returning this comment form or other written via voice mail, 1-800-332-0801

camments to the address on the back
C A7 & MMW;’ Ao ey
g em Sy mner

1/07.02

Thank vom for your input. Please use additional sheets if necessary and attach them to this form.

Name: W FZ ‘.’ng/&;r:/) toptional)
Organjzation:_Aazind & 2 2 &

Address: _7 7 5 _ZetComen Loy

City: it 7/ State: 72~ ZipCode: 2 7 F¢
Work phone: Homne phone: _§or 2 - 5 2 & ¢

Fax:
E-Mail Address:

98

1
'!J

AL LIGHT WATT
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‘
4

IMMI:

C

R REACTOR PROJEC

Commentor No. 92: Marie \&ir

The Department of Energy is interested in your comments on the Draft Environmental Impact
Statement far the Production of Tritium in a Commercial Light Water Reactor.

There are several ways to provide comments on this document and these include:

attending public meetings and giving your + faxing your comments to 1-800-631-0612
comments directly 1o DOE officials commenting via the World Wide Web site:
+ retuming this comment form to the httptfwww.dp.doe.govidp-62

regisiration desk at the meeting calling toll-free and leaving your comments
+ returning this comment form or other written via voice mail, 1-800-332-08C1
comments to the address or the back

Comments: \j CEA e Ay

A g mmygm -
otbsifoce 3B, e, 75 el set ooniila
1l 2, il o : e ZH
AILFR NS T -;‘.AM_-L___‘I hd
Bl ey (il oo Fhe wal
Lo naiis Wm it =

v kg LA i, ‘

1/07.02
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r M ety ch Pt~
s ] Wl s, L4 _
I TN e i il a2 Lk

IJI,/. ‘

Thank you for your input. Please use additional sheets if necessary and attach them to this form.

Name: Lt (optional}
Organization: -1
Address:

City: ﬁ gte: 7t le Cade: =7F2/
D35 &

Work phone: 7 /ﬂﬁ/? s 5 Home phone: ___ 7 75 -,
Fax: M’ gFE
E-Mail Address:

498
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Commentor No. 93: Mitchell \&ir

COMMENT FORM

The Department of Energy is interested in your comments on the Draft Environmenial Impact
Statement for the Production of Trithwn in a Conunercial Light Water Reactor.

There are several ways o provide comments on this document and these include:

~ faxing your comments to 1-800-631-0612
+ commenting via the World Wide Web site:
hittp:fhwww dp doe.povidp-62

+ atiending public meetings and giving your
comments directly to DHOE officials

= retemning this comment form to the

registration desk at the meeting

rewrming this comment form or other wrien

comments to the address on the back

via voice mail, 1-800-332-0801

» calling toll-free and leaving your comments

C L fof Faey al Fle s iR gresocs
T BB LD TG Pl gy Fmi P iy Fio kil G e A Th S
Fu¥ A X ) DAE, rER T e f oL o Lt 7

4o T LEH SE At Toe K G F E e Lo L L8
oo 207 A ot py At oLy Lf L 4

? A &P o e . 2 ot e ey I
Fha_ Bl [ £ [repy e Tl
s =

Thank you for your input. Pleast use additional sheets if necessary and attach thein to this Form.

Name: M{M?éé G(n?»/ﬂ

{optional}

* Organization: Peey A7 v~ § o HLLrirfl i fle & LelwkZ D &

Address: @50 7 eayton’ 477 Gy

City L fr 702 2 State: 7 2~ Zip Code: £ 7,52 {

Work phée: (21 2 - GFE-5/& 5 Hcymr.phouc HAZ DTz By

Fax: i Eog ¥ Y32

E-Mzil Address:

TIH6

1/07.02

Commentor No. 94: Oak Ridge Environmental Peakiance

Presented by Ralph Hutchison

Comments on the
Drraft Environmental Impact Staternent
for Tritium Production
in a Commercial Light Water Reactor

by the
Qak Ridge Environmental Peace Alliance
Qctober §, 1998

CHAPTER 1

1.1.1 The document states that “the U 5. nuclear weapons complex dogs not have the capability to
produce the amounts of tritium that will be required to support the Nation’s current and future
stockpile.”

Comment: 1} The Nation is a magazine. The United States is a gation. 2) This statement iy
divorced from reality. The DEIS can reference the President’s directive demanding more tritium, but as
DOE well knows, its own numbers show we do not need tritium untit 2014 (to maintain START 2 levels)
and will by then likely need fess tritium due to additional multilateral stockpile reductions, As NRDC
has pointed out, a scenario of 1000 warheads—still more than enough to secure our national defense and
serve as adequate a deterrent against hostile attack as any size arsenal—would not require additional
tritium until 2032 (by that time, 3/4ths of any tritium produced in 25 will have decayed away).

1.1.2 The DEIS envisions the life of the light water reactor being used to produce tritium to be 40 yeats.

Comment: In the case of Watts Bar and Sequuyah reactors, 40 years from 2005 would exiend their
life beyond current expectarcy. In the case of Bellefante, just a few years after the US would really
“need” the tritium {2032 under the NRDC 100{) warhead scenario) the reactor would shut down.

1.1.4 The DEIS proposes to define the reasonable alternatives as the four reactors “offered” by TVA
(Watts Bar 1, Sequoyah 1&2, Bellefonte 1), added Bellefonte 2 as “reasonable” and proposed to
examine the environmental impacts of using any combination of the five. TV A has withdrawn three of
those reactors from its offer (Watts Bar and the Sequoyahs), leaving DOE with only Ballefonte 1 as
“offered.”

Comment: In considering reasonable alternatives, DOE must use some ceiteria and use it
consistently. Either only the reactors offered in response to the procurement process can be considered
(and then only those which continue to be offered), or all reactors, completed and uncompleted, which
could be used must be considered as reasonable ajternatives. {This would conceivably include the Fast
Flux Test Facility in Richland, Washington and any number of commercial reactors operated by public
utlifies), Either the realm of reasonable is defined by those “offered” o2 it is not. Tn gither case, DOF’s
current list is not sufficient to define “reasonable” alternatives.

1.3.2 DOE describes the pracess by which the “required tritium requirements” (sic) are determined.

Comment: It is not clear from this description whether the date 2005 comes from the Presidential
directive (where the Fresident demonstrates the kind of clear thinking and good judgement that got
him in his current mess, enly this time on a subject far more serious) or frem DOE's extrapolation from
the Presidential directive. It should be made clear.

111/24.12

2/02.02

3/21.03

4/06.03

2(cont'd)
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Commentor No. 94: Oak Ridge Environmental Peaktiance

Presented by Ralph Hutchison (Cont'd)

1.3.2. The DEIS: “In the absence of new weapons design and the total redesiyn of all warheads and
delivery systerns, the natiun requires a reliable source of tritium to maintain a nuclear detervent,
Furthermore total redesign...would require nuclear testing which would be contrary to the President’s
pursuit of a Comprehensive Test Ban Treaty.”

Comment: DOE demonstrates its selectivity in describing the context in which this “need” is being
defined and this decision is being made. In imagining the possible future, it is more reasonable and just
as accurate to say, “In the event of further arms reductions which would require accelerated
dismantlement of the current nuclear arsenal, the nation’s need for tritiurn ko maintain its nuclear
arsenal would decline along with the size of the arsenal, pushing the "need” date far into the future.
This development would be in compliance with the nation’s legal obligation to pursue complete
disarmament under the Nuclear Nonproliferation Treaty, Article VI, which became the law of the
United States upon its ratification in March, 1970, The DEIS should refiect reality—consideration of
“reasonable alternatives” should not be bound by outdated policies, particularly these which have
been dencunced by no less eminent persons than General Lee Butler, retired head of the US Strategic Air
Command and President Jimumy Carter. NEPA does not permit DOE to limit its “reasonable”
alternatives to Presideniial policy statements.

1.3.3 The DEIS says tritium “must be available” by 2005 if a commercial light water reactor is the
source and that tritium “must be available” by 2007 in a linear accelerator is the source.

Comnent: This discrepancy is not based on any science or fact. It gives the lie to DOE’s staternent
of “need.” If the “need” for tritium is based on decay of tritium in the cutrent arsenal and the fixed
armount available in the reserve, then we will "need” tritium when we need it and the date will be the
sarne whether the source is commercial reactors, inear accelerators, or purchase fram Canada.

1.3.5(2) The DEIS citey four instances of “exceptions to the practice of differentiating between US
civilian and military facilities” in an effort to address proliferation concerns.

Cominent: This atternpt to skirt the significant concerns of the public (concerms shared by a large
majority of the US House of Representatives) about the proliferation impacts of using a civilian nuclear
reactor ko produce bomb material is disingenuous, outrageous, and absurd.

Clearly the concern about nonpreliferation which the US has used around the warld has never
been that a nation which possesses military nuclear facilities will surreptitiously use those facilities
for peaceful purposes. [t is disingenuous of the DEIS o pretend it misunderstood the public’s concern. it
is absurd to imagine we would threaten {or, as we ostensibly did in Iraq, attack) another nuclear power
{Russia? Great Britain? China? France?) to prevent them from converting a military installation to a
peaceful purpose, or to disable their efforts to use military technology for civilian purposes.

Give us a break! The concarn has always been that nations would be able to disgruise weapons
development as civilian activity or ransfer commercial expertise toward the development of weapons
of mass deslruction. 1L is this activity we forbid in other nations {Morth Korea, Iran, Iraq, etc.) And it is
precisely this activity we propose to undertake in this DEIS.

Tf, in fact, section 1.3.5 represents the best defense of the Interagency Review, then one of two
things is true: either 1) the interagency review was bound by a predetermined autcome and had 1o
perform these gymnastics of logic to attempt to perform its assignment satisfactorily or 2) the
interagency review group was astonishingly inept.

1.3.5(3) The DEIS says any reactors used b produce tritium would “remain eligible for TAEA
safeguards.”

Comment: ‘What are these safeguards? Is DOE saying the reactors would be placed under JAEA
safeguard, or is DOE only being coy? Has JAEA agreed it would accept the responsibility of
“safeguarding” these reactors? (This is not a silly question. In 1994, when DXOE brought

5/02.01

2(cont'd)

6/01.04

7/01.06

Commentor No. 94: Oak Ridge Environmental Peatliance

Presented by Ralph Hutchison (Cont'd)

highly”enriched uranium to the US from Kazakhstan, it announced loudly that the material would be
placed under IAEA safeguards at Y-12 in Oak Ridge. This never happened because IAEA balked at the
responsibility, apparently for bwo reasons: Jack of resource to do the job, the fact that IAEA could not
reasonably verify the contents of the cans and therefore declined to be responsibie for them.)

1.3.5(3) The DEIS says the fact that TV A reactors are technically owned by the gevernment makes
them “roughly comparable” to “past instances of government-owned dual-purpose nuclear facilities.”

Comment: This staternent nut only insults the reader’s intelligence, it is duplicitous. From a
norpraliferation standpoint (the title of this section), crossing the line from civilian to military is in
not remotely comparable to crossing the line the other way,

1.3.6 The DEIS attempts to discuss DOR’s cutrent projections for future energy demand.

Comment: The DEIS does not make clear whether TVA’'s projections include conservation measures
ta reduce dermnand and /or develppment of renewahle enargy resoutces.

1.4 DOE describes the NEFA strategy and the bering (sic) of this decision from the Programmatic EIS,

Comment: DOE describes here a process which paves the way for an action that may prove unwise
and untenable—that tritium will be produced in one of two ways even if the environmental impact
statements for each demenstrate the impact 1o be drastic of prohibitive. DOE apparently leaves itself
no room ko back out, a position which runs counter to the intent of NEPA,

1.4 DOE references the Record of Decision (60FR63878) compelling the two current ElSes (linvar
accelerator and commerciat light water reactor)
Comment: Daoes 60FR63878 stand regardless of the outcome of the ElSes which Ger (sic) from it?

1.5.1.2 The DEIS describes two Environmental Assessments on the Lead Test Assembly, one by
DOE/TVA and an “independent” environmental assessment (small letters) by NRC.

Comment: It is distressing at this point to learn of the “independent” NRC environmental
assessment. Apparently it was independent of any public participation. As such, it stands as a private
government document and deserves the skepticism of a public shut out of its preparation process.

1.5.2.4 The DEIS notes that TV A has been preparing a Bellefonte conversion EIS and that the EIS is on
hold pending the outcome of this EIS.

Comment: 1t is unclear why the preparation of this EIS should impact the Bellefonte conversion
E1S. It seems to make more sense to complete the conversion EIS so that the people living near the sites
can make a decision about what they would like to see in their community—an operating fossil fuel
electricity generating facility or a bomb plant. If this tritium CLWR EIS is going to influence the
Bellefonte conversion, it should incorporate the conversion EIS in its entirety since they are connected
actions.

CHAPTER Z; Purpose and Need

The DEIS attermnpts to place the proposed action in a histaric context. Any such effort much include the
Nuclear Nanproliferation Treaty and its obligation to pursue complete nuclear disarmament. The
United States ratified this treaty in 1970. In 1996, the International Court of Justice upheld the
chligation of the US and other nuclear states to comply with the treaty obligation.

7(cont'd)

6(cont’d)

8/09.07

9/05.08

10/05.09

11/05.05

2(cont'd)
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There is no reading of the Nuclear Nonproliferation Treaty which can countenance the construction of
new facilities to create tritium.

This section also raises the question of “need.” DOE claims, based on a Presidential finding, that the
US “needs” tritium by 2005. Yet DOE's awn charts—first printed in the PEIS on fritium production and
repeated here make clear that there is no “need” for tritium until at the very eatliest 2011 and, using
material currently decaying “in the pipeline,” until 2016, Realistic projections of further arms
teductions (see our Comments at the scoping hearing for this EI5) based on maintainirg a reasonable
deterrent arsenal and using excess tritium from the pipeline, indicate no “need” for tritium until 3032 at
the earliest.

OF course, it is the position of the Oak Ridge Bnvironmental Feace Alliance that the US should abolish
its muclear weapons arsenal and lead other nations to do the same. Qur position is shared, incidentatly,
by arms control experts and at least one former President of the United States. Yet the DEIS is
dismissive of this scenario, vuggesting at least that it is considered unreasonable.

In fact, DOE’s position—that we “need” tritium by 2005—is unreasonable for at least two reasons:

First, it is based on a Presidential directive which, according to the international court of justice,
violates our obligations under the Nuclear Nenproliferation Treaty which is the law of the land. The
President does not have the right to violate laws, and even a “presidential directive” does not carry
the force of law when it is counter to a law.,

Second, given the half-life of tritium, at least half of any tritium produced in 2005 {when DOE claims
for the purposes of this document that we “need” it} will not be available when we truly will need
it—in 2016. The nature of trilium is such that it only makes sense to produce the {ritium as needed when
it is needed; it simply has too short a shelf-life to be producing quantities of tritium a dozen years in
advance of the time of need. DOE increases risks and the likelihcod of environmental impacts by
producing tritium in 2005—in order to have a predetermined amount of tritium available in 2014, DOE
must produce twice as much tritium in 2005 as it would have to produce in 2015 to meet the same nead.

DOE also noles in this section the presence of a five-year reserve of tritium which currently exists. The
reserve tritium, being bound by the laws of physics, is not preservable. It is decaying. Tritium obeys the
“use it or lose it” law. DOE should use this tritium before producing new tritium; the presence of a five
year reserve simply adds five years to the time we “need” tritium.

CHAPTER 3: Commercial Light Water Reactor Frogram Alternatives
3.1. The DEIS says that tritium can be produced “during the normal opetation of a CLWR.”

Comment: On page 1-15, DOE says producing tritium in a commercial light water reactor on the
scale proposed by DOE will generate additional spent fuel wastes. Removal and shipment of TPBARS
is also not “normal,” The DEIS must be forthright about the changes in normal operations required to
accommadate DOE's proposal to produce tritium,

3.1.2 The DEIS describes the Tritium Preducing Burnable Absorber Rods, saying they are “lung, thin
tubes that contain lithium 6...”

Comment: Is all the lithium-6 necessary for these TPBARS already available or will lithium-6
need to be produced for this purpose? (The separation of lithium-6 from lithium-?, historically
performed for nuclear weapons production at Qak Ridge's Y-12 plant, is responsible for the extensive
mercury contamination for which Cak Ridge is so notoriously well known.) If lithium-6 will need to be
produced, the environmental impacts of production must be thoroughly documented in the EIS.

#3.1.2 The DEIS refers to a “maximum leakage rate uf tritium for each TPBAR.” Il 14/19.08

5(cont'd)

12/17.01

13/19.07

Commentor No. 94: Oak Ridge Environmental Peakiance

Presented by Ralph Hutchison (Cont'd)

Comtiens: Al the public meetings for the Environmental Assessment on the Lead Test Assembly
(the first TPBARs to be inserted in Watts Bar) DOE repeatedly assured the public that leakage from
TPBARs was virtually impossible. Explain fully, please.

3.1.3 The DEIS states that “some tritium is expected to permeate through the TPBARS during normal
operation, which would increase the quantity of tritium in the reactor’s coolant water system.”

Comment: At the public meetings for the Environmental Assessment on the Lead Test Assembly
(the first TPBAES to be inserted in Watts Bar) DOE repeatedly assured the public that leakage from
TIBARs was virmually impossible. Explain fully, please.

3.2.1 The DEI5 states that DOE needs at least 4,000 TPBARs /year to produce its desired quantity of
tritium,

Comment: Since TPBAR irradiation takes place during a normal fuel cycle, this means at any one
time at least two and probably three reactors would be employed in the production of tritium,
Currently, DOE has only one uncompleted reactor officially “offered” by TV.A; this would appear to be
inadequate to meet DOE"s “need.”

3.2.1 The DEIS explains what impacts are considered for completed and uncompleted zeactors.

Commenti: The EIS should also provide a comparison between the two—between Watts Dar and
Bellefonte, for instance, in order to allow the reader to understand the true choice from an
environmental impact point of view. The purpose of NEPA is to compel the government to choose from
among reasonable alternatives that which has least adverse impact on the environment. If the
government owns all the TV A reactors, which this EIS claims for the purposes of making ils
nonproliferation argument, DOE can compel tritium production in whichever TVA reactors have the
least environmental impact {in this case, saving the taxpayer several billions »f dollars},

3.2.1 The DEIS states that transportation impacts are based on an assumption that 4,(KK irradiated
TPBARSs per year are transported.

Comment: The evaluation of transportation impacts should be straightforward, based on DOE’s
actual expected timing, [f TPBARs are to be shipped on a regular basis, at the minimum rate, stretched

throughout the year, the scheme for analyzing transportation risks presented here may be appropriate.

If, on the other hand, TPBARs will be transported in bursts—3,400 over a relakively brief period every
eighteen maonths, for instance—the analysis should address that scenario.

3.2.). The DEI$ assumes completion of Bellefonte by 2(05.
Cotnment: The DEIS shaould be subjected o a reality check and mare reasonable projections should
be used based on progress thus far on Bellefonte (begun twenty-three years ago) and the schedule of

TV As most recently completed reactor, Watts Bar 1.

3.2.1 The DEI5 explains that it is essentially deferring questions about the management/starage of
spent fuel.

Comment; Since Watts Bar does not have fuel storage capacity for the time peried under
consideration in this proposed action (40 years), issues of spent fuel storage and management can not be
finessed but must be discussed in detail, specific to each reactor urxder consideration,

3.2.3 The DEI5 defines “reasonable alternatives.”

14(cont'd)

4(cont'd)

15/06.07

16/18.03

17/09.08

18/17.04

1l 4(contd)
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Comment: Since some of the reactors under consideration as “reasonable alternatives” are not
officially available to DOE (the TVA offer having been withdrawn) they are, essentially, like all the
other commercial or government-owned. reactors in the country unavailable to DOE. The criteria DOE is
using to define “reasonable alternatives™ must be explicilly stated.

Table 3-5. page 3-16 Lists gaseous emissions of 282.5 Curies on an annual basis.

Comment: This does not appear to be an insignificant number. A clear accounting of the
racionuclides should be included.

3.2.5.2 Description of the facilities under consideration as reasonable alternatives,

Contment: The DEIS does not congider the possibility of an attack by hostile forces on these plants
which would be making materials essential to the US arsenal of nuclear weapons of mass destruction.
Given the fact that these facilities would be the least protected and least safeguarded of all US
nuclear weapons facilities, this is a possibility which must be contemplated and included in the
analysis. We note from the map and description here that the Sequoyah plant is located only 7.5
miles from Chattanooga, a major metropolitan ares, making it a comparatively attractive target for
terrorists.

Table 3-9 lists annual releases of gases frem Sequoyah plants.

Cominent: The units of measure (presumably curies) for “other radionuclides” should be added; the
“other radionuclides” should be identified.

3.2.5.2 The DEIS5 describes Bellefonte Nuclear Plants 1 and 2

Comment: According to the DEIS, the chrenology of Bellefonte consiruction is this:

* congiruction begins in 1975

* construction halted in 1988

* construction begins in 1992

* construction halted in 1994

*» announcement of conversion to fossil fuel in 1996

s annourkement of scheme to complete as nuclear in 1997
The EIS, in determining the reasonableness of completing Bellefonte for tritium production by 2005
should provide information on how complete Bellefonte currently is, how realistic the 2005 date is, and
what size of spent nuclear fuel cooling pocl is being (or has been) designed and constructed.

3.2.6.1 The DEIS says, “Such conversion [of Bellefonte to fossil fuel] would be independent of this EIS
and would not oceur until after a decision were made regarding the role of Bellefonte 1 and 2 in tritium
production.

Comment: Thiy sentence tries to assert that the consideration of Bellefonte’s conversion to fossil
fuel is independent of this EIS at the same time that it states explicitly that it is dependent on the
outcome of this EIS. The decision to convert Bellefonte to fossil fuel, taken in 1996 by TVA, is now being
withheld pending the decision under consideration in this E[IS—it is by definition dependent on this
EIS and shoukl be acknoyledged and treated as such, despite Lhe NEPA headaches which might be
created by such acknowledgement of the facts.

CHAPTER 4—Affected Environment

Genergl Comment: The EIS fails to give adequate consideration to the analysis of envitonmental
justice issues, dismissing them in one brief statement.

4(cont'd)

19/14.13

20/22.01

19(cont'd)

17(cont'd)
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Environmental justice asks this question: Are impacts being disproportionately visited on people
of”calor or low-income communities? The DELS asserts the answer is no (5.2.3.10).

It is nat enough to make this assertion, nor is it adequate to disguise adverse impacks on specific
populations by describing a wide cincle around the plant and drawing generalizations about the
population living there. Environmental Justice doesn’t ask in gencral about large areas; it asks
specifically: are the people living closest, most likely to be impacted, low-income, people of color, or
both?

For example: At Sequoyah, the DEIS draws a circle with a 50 mile radius around the plant and draws
conclusipns based on averages for the population within that huge area. Closer inspection, however,
notes that the per capita income level for the closest community to the plant, Soddy Daisy, is less than
half the income level for the entive county (Hamilton) which is circumscribed by the large circle.
{4.2.2.8, p.4-47).

This one instance where the DEIS provides information to make a comparison raises immediate
environmental justice concerns. The EIS must include a thorough examination of environmental justice
issues which answers the fundamental question: Are the people living nearest the plant—those most
likely to be exposed to environmental insults—disproportionately low-income or people of color
comununities {or both)?

Table 4-35 The DEIS addresses economic impacts of the proposed decision,

Comment: The DEIS hete addresses economic issues. (In response to Comments from the scoping
hearing, the DEIS seems to pretend that economic questions are outside the scope of the EIS. NEPA,
however, requires federal agencies to consider “the whole of the hurman enwironment,” which obviously
includes economic questions.)

The DEIS fails to include in any of its analysis a comparison of the eventual decontamination and
decommissioning costs between Bellefonte as a nuclear site and Bellefonte as a fossil fuel electricity
generating plant. Tt should do sp, since these are the possible futures for Bellefonte. Absent a role as a
tritium producer, Bellefonte will not be completed as a nuclear plant,

4.2.3.11 The DEIS describes storage capacity at Bellefonte and says each unit has a storage pool which
has the capacity to hold 1,058 spent fuel assemblies.

Comment:
forty years?

Does this mean it can or can not accommodate 3400 TPBARs every eighteen months for

CHAPTER 5: Environmental Consequences

Table 5-42 The environmental consequences of environmental impacts under different conditions for dry
cask storage (required where poois are not adequate, such as Watts Bar) are considered using a generic
matrix.

Comment: The information about earthquake and tornado damage is not sufficient to allow the
reader to determine the adequacy of this methed of estimating environmental impacts.

5.2.7 The DEIS states that DOE will provide needed iow-enriched uranium for additional fuel
assemblics from its own supplies using uranium downblended from the US nuclear weapons program,

Comment: Despite the identification of the nonproliferation concerns associated with this scheme
in earlier public meetings, the DEIS does not address this question. DOE cutrently has at its disposal

21(cont'd)

11(cont'd)

22/17.05

23/17.06

24/01.07

101089y Jarepn 1YBIT [RI0IBWILWOD © Ul WNNLL JO UONINPpoId 8yl 4o} Juawalels 1oedw| [eluswuoliAug [eulq



69-¢

Commentor No. 94: Oak Ridge Environmental Peasiiance
Presented by Ralph Hutchison (Cont'd)

quantities of highly enriched uranium which has been determined to be excess to our national security
needs. In recent years, DOE completed an EIS covering the downblending of this material for use in
commercial nuclear reactors.

At the time DOE withdrew highly enriched uranium from the larger Programmatic
Environmental Impact Statement of the Disposition of surplus fissile nuclear weapons materials, it did
50 for the explicit purpose of indicating to the world our determination to remove this material from
the nuclear weapons arena. The declsion was advertised to the public and other nations as one driven by
nonproiiferation concerns. It was critically important that we not anly voice cur resolve but that we
take conereke steps to make that resolve manifest.

Does DOE not now cate about the nonproliferation message sent to the public and the world by
this proposed action? Are other nuclear or near-nuclear nations to be played as fools on the world siage, ,
joined by the American people? 24(cont'd)

On the one hand, we remaved the highly enriched uranium from our nuclear stockpile to show
our determination lo reduce our reliance on the nuclear arsenal in arder that other nativns would be
encouraged to do the same. On the other hand, we now propose to take that very same material,
downblended, and return it to the nuclear weapons production pipeline by using it to produce tritium to
maintain our arsenal at levels which exceed the START 2 levels and vielate the Nuclear
Nonproliferation Treaty.

Surely this madness has direct, immediate, and profound praliferation concerns which must be
addressed in this document. Additionally, it undermines any confidence the public might have had in
DOE's determination to deal honestly and forthrightly regarding special nuclear materials—the
jolution to that, of course, s not for DOE to add another section to this document, but for it to abandon its
current scheme.

Tables 5-50, 5:5% lay out the actual expected releases of tritium to the environment in a table which
compares normal operation of Watts Bar and Sequuyah to operation with TPBARs in place.

Comment: DOE/TVA should highlight for the public these facts, not immedliately apparent from
the tables, especially in light of the fact that at previous hearings {cf. Spring City, TN) DOE assured
the public the TPBARs were virtually leakproof.

* Each TPBAR is assumed to leak 1 curie of tritium per year {p. C-19)

* Total releases of tritium to the air during normal (no accident) operations will be 60 times
higher at Watts Bar if tritium is being produced. (Table 5-50)
» Tolal releases of tritium to the water will be five times as much during normal (1o accident) 25/14.05
operations if tritium is being produced at Watts Dar.

+ In accident conditions, releases of tritium o the air {failure of bwo TPBARS) at Watts Bar
would increase nearly 300 times. Ninety-nine percent of the tritium released would be due to tritium
production under this proposed activity.

* In accident conditions, releases of tritium ko water will be nearly thirty times as high—an
additional 17,010 curies—from tritium production.

» Under normal operations (Table 5-51) the annual dose for people living as far as fifty miles
from the Sequoyah nuclear plant will Lriple (10.5 person-rem v, 3.2 person-rem).

Table 5-33 addresses cumulative impacts at Bellefonte comparing Bellefonte as a nuclear site with
Bellefonte as a nuclear site making tritium for bombs,

Comnent: Cormparison should be between Bellefonte as a nuclear plant making tritium and
Beilefonte as a fossil fuel plant, since absent DOE’s billions of dolars for tritium, Bellefonte will not be

11(cont'd)
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completed as a nuclear plant. || 11(cont'd)
OTHER COMMENTS

A-23 This appendix considers tritium production operations. Numbers on page A-23 indicate that
Bellefonte would produce an additional 1,863 spent fuel assemblies if it were selected to produce 26/17.07
tritium. This number exceeds the total capacity of Bellefonte's current spent fuel pools.

In the response to Comments section, the DEIS further muddies the water about the “need” for tritium,
stating {F-6) that the Presidential requirements take into account “recent international arms control
agreements.” According to DOE’s own figure, however (Figure 2-1, p. 2.2) the US currently has enough
tritium to mainfain the stockpile at START 2 levels until 2011 (2016 if the reserve is used). Both of
these presentations can not be true at the same time,

The response 1o questions about why tritium is “needed” by 2003 if produced in a reactor but not “needed”
until 2007 if produced in an accelerator is not adequate. [t would appear that the same solution {using 2(Cont'd)
the reserve for a few years and replenishing it from new production) could apply as easily to reactors as
to an accelerator. The fact, which DOE should come clean about, is that we do not “need” tritium by
2005. We just want it by then to feel more secure. And we are loudly going through the process of securing
tritium production by then not because we “need” it (by any measure) but in order to try to pressure other
nations to do what we want with their arsenals. This commenter notes that it is logic reminiscent of the
old “Bizzaro World” skits on Saturday Night Live during the Reagan administration to try to compel
others to do what you want by doing precisely the opposite.

The third Comment on page F-10, addressing Nuclear Weapons, asserts that tritium production is
consistent with and fully supportive of the commitments of the US under a variety of treaties, including
the Nonproliferation Treaty. This response is a lie-—a statement intended to deceive. As the
Internationaj Court of Justice ruled in 1996, the US is not uphelding its treaty obligations under the 6(cont'd)
nonproliferation treaty and the production of tritium fer the sole purpose of maintaining a large arsenal
into the next century directly contradicts our obligations under Article VI of the treaty. It is
incomprehensible—beyond even the wildest gymmastics of language or logic—to state that maintaining
our large arsenal is consistent with our obligation to pursue complete disarmament.

The response to the final Comment in the DEIS {p. F-12) asserts that “moral and ethical issues are
beyond the scope of the EIS.” But NEPA clearly states that an EIS must consider the whole of the
human environment. In fact, the decision to seek to protect the natural environment and wildlife is a
moral decision; the inclusion of environmental justice concems is the result of nothing other than moral
considerations; economic issues ate heavily freighted with moral considerations. Abstract moral and
ethical issues may present a greater challenge to the preparers of an E1$ and may confront federal 27/01.10
decision-makers with information they would choose to ignore, but it is possiblz to consider and even
quantify the effects of many moral decisions. This commenter asserts, DOE denials notwithstanding,
that moral and ethical issues are already present in abundance in this EIS, and the issues raised at the
scoping meeting, while uncomfortable to contemplate and difficult to quantify, deserve full
consideration throughout this decision-making process.
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SavANNAH RIVER REGIONAL DIVERSIFICATION INTTIATIVE

P.0. Box 696, Afeen, South Carolina 29802, (303} 553-9954 ext. 1500 FAX (803) 5934208
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RESOLUTION

WHEREAS, tritium 15 8 critical ingredient in nuclear woapons and ita rendy ovailability is
esgential to the continued national security of the United States; and

WHEREAS, the LS. currentty has no dnmestic tritium production capability; and

WHEREAS, the United Suies Governmem is currently considering two technology
altematives, including use of existing commercial light water reactors, for meeting future
tntium needs; and

WHEREAS, the merging of dsfense and peaceful uses of nuclear energy in a single facilicy as
would vveur bt using a commercial power reactor for production of tritim has been counter to
national palicy since the commencement of the Atomic Age: and 1/01.09
WHEREAS, the existing commercial reactors proposed for witium production would not be
located on a secure Department of Energy defense production site and wouid not be under ihe
Dcpartment's direct control and oversight; and

WHERLEAS, the use of commercial power reactors for defanse purposes violates the historical
separation between peaceful and defense uses of nuclear energy and could be expected 1o
ercde public confidence and support for commercial nuclear power facilities;

NOW BE IT RESOLVED that the Savannah River Regional Diversification hitiative Board
of Directors opposes t use ul U.S. commcreial light water reactors for production of tririnm

AROPTED THIS 2204 DAY OF SEPTEMBEK 1998 AT ATKEN, SOUTR CAROLINA.

et 5

‘Robert M. Reich
Secretary

mgddz

Thesmas . Stone
Chairman

Commentor No. 96: Ralph E. Crafton

Date Updated: I 10/8/98 3:12:27 PM

AddresslD: r“m_?f
First Name: M Last Name: Title:
IRaIph E T F!oilermaker

Organization: I

Address:
City: |Scottsbero

IAL Postal Code: IBSTSB- Country: USA
| Fax Number: l
‘256-259-4642

413 Martin st.

State or Province:

Work Phone:

Email Address; lcraﬂon@hiwaay net Home Phone:

Notes: |started working at Bellefonte neclear plant in 1978 | saw this plant being built | | would like to see it finished
by the DOE &TWVA This part of AL. TN.heed theses kind of job | was laid off in 1985 fram Belllfante. | would
like to work there again .| support the neclear industary & the DOE

I‘ 1/07.03
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Commentor No. 97: James S. Arrington

AddressiD: | T Date Updated: [ 10/9/68 74349 AM
Firet Name: M Last Name: Title:

|Mechanicai Engineer

IJames ]S Frringtnn

Organization: [TVA. Watts Bar Nuclear Plant, Site Engineering
Addreas: EQE 2N-WBN
City: Spring City

ITN o Postat Code: |37381- Country:  [usA

State or Province:

Werk Fhone:

Email Address: ljsarringmn@tva o Hame Phona:

423-365-1605 Fax Number: [423-365-1750
!423—593-4714

Notes:  [rpg message is to Stephen Sohinki,
| was at the meeting last night at Rhea County HS and did not get to ask my
guestion. | was wondering if DOE had pursued ancther aptian, other than
CLWR & ATP. Forinstance, | believe it would be possible. as the bird
sits. in the site the hydragen decays inte 50% helium & 50% hydrogen
{thereby significantly reducing the baasting effact If at the time of
launch, a squib valve blows allowing the helium/hydragen ta blowdown
into & winding of silver-palladium tubing which s wrapped tightly
around a pyretechnic device which is ignited at the same time the squib
valve blows, the tubing would beceme white-hot thereby passing the helium
thru the wails of the tubing and separating the halium from the hydrogen.
arming the warhead with pura hydrogan while tha missila is in flight
This option wouid negate the high cost of tritiurn production. why hasn't

a third option been pursued???? Thanks and keep up the good work.

1/01.03

Commentor No. 98: David &\illie Bellomy

ATER REACTOR PROJECT

r
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AL LIGHT W

RCI
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COMMENT FORM

The Depurtmant of Eoergy is interested in your comments on the Draft Environmensal Impact
Statement for the Production of Trititan in a C ! Lighs Water R

There are several Ways 10 provide comments on this document end these inchude:

» atanding public meetings and giving your » faxing your comments to 1-800-631-0612

comments direcaly to DOE oificials * commenting via the World Wids Web site:
* returning this cooument form 10 the httpiiwww.dp.doe.gov/dp-62
regiztration dask at the meeting » calling toll-free and leaving your comments

* returning this comment form or othed writien
comments to the address on the back

via veiee mal, 1-800-332-0501

5“7{;5 AL esy 17 '}<":6&m
£ne 4 ,
pow—= | l\-.-‘.

¥ s ) is i < 2 £ =i

Y ! K3 N : ere irims
Thank you for your inpet. Pleass use additioast shoets i Decesoary add sttach tham 1o Ui form] € 4V €55 ¢.6°
Name: ) ” (optiona)
Organization:___Home ©UHIA e — : - N
Addregs: = [ Crrcle
City: SCeT TS hop Suw AL ZipCode: 3768
Work phonc: Homephone: A/ 7 & - 53032
Fax:
E-Mail Address:

fUsot They mede 17 Aleay e alould Heax sen

Maillto: — Pubiic 9FFicals,
U.S. Depariment of Energy, Commergigl Light Water Reactor Project Oifice,

ATTN: Stephen Sohinki Thewr YU

P.0. Box 44539,
Washington, D.C., 20026-4539 )% @M‘}

1/10.03

2/07.06
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COMMERCIAL LIGHT WATI

Commentor No. 100: Richard & Lucy Henighan

The Department of Energy is interested in your commenis on the Draft Environmentai Impacr

COMMENT FORM

Statement for the Production of Tritium in a Commercial Light Water Reactor.

There are several ways te provide comuments on this document and these include:

-

.

attending public meetings and giving your + faxing your comments to 1-800-631-0612
comments directly to DOE officials + commenting via the World Wide Web site:

returning this camment form ta the http:twww.dp.doe.gevidp-62
registration desk at the meeting
returning this comment form or other written

comments to the address on the back

*

via voice mail, 1-800-332-0801

Cor t

calling toll-free and leaving your comments

Tritiut is highly radicactive and very dangerous. 1ts manufacture, despite planned
safeguards, demands unequivocal need, which does not exist. The need for tritium
depends on the number of nuclear weapons the US will maintain in the new century, and
the environmental impact of tritium i tied up centrally with the environmental impact of
nmuclear weapons & the international arms race, Our treaty obligations ( the nuclear
nonproliferation treaty), and the growing risks due to intermational proliferation of
nuclear weapons demand continuing restraint by the United States, as the leading nuclear
power, and negotizted decreases in our nuclear stockpile. A 1000 bomb arsenal, more than
adequate to deter attacks, would not require any additional tritium until nearly a third of
the way thru the next century. Manufacturing tritium now will only impede the process of
nuctear disarmament and nonproliferation, with all the heightened risk of regional or
global catastrophe associated with any use of nuclear weapens. In addition the
manufacture of tritium in commercial settings will greatly increase the risk of protiferation,
since It breaches a fundamental principal of nuclcar policy up to now: whe separation uf
peacefu] and military uses of nuclear power. The draft E1S docs not deal with these issues
adequately and the process of approval for this project should noi go forward

1| 1/14.04

2/02.02

3/01.04

4/01.09

Name:
Cirganization:
Address:
City: SR Ly prtD
Work phone: \

Fax:
E-Mail Address:

‘Thaok you for W}:uﬁ. Please use additional sheets if necessary and attach them to this form.

Wicharn Hwi%JI/LMj HFME&;{-&;; feptional)

A o, Viee.» DR

State: (i3
Home phone:

Zip Code: 3 28eL

Hamg
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Commentor No. 101: Kennet¥. Holt

DEFARTMENT OF HEALTH & HUMAN SCRVICES Public Hea th Service

Alanta GA 30341-3724
Qctober 5, 1998

U5, Department of Energy

Commereial light Water Reactor Project Office
Attn: Mr, Stephen Sohinki

P.O. Box 443539

Washington, D 20026-4539

Dyear Mr. Sohinki

We have completed our review af the Draft Environmemal bmpact Staternent (DETS) for the
Production of Tritium in a Commarcial Light Water Reactor |DOE/EIS-0288D]. We are
respending on behalf of the U 8. Public Health Service, Deparument of Health and Human
Serviees, Techrical assistance for this review was pravided by Dr. Ielix Rogers, Radiation
Studies Branch {RS8B), National Center for Environmental Health, Centers Tor Disease Control
and Prevention {CDC).

‘The 12E1S Sections, Appendices C, 1, and E dealing with potentinl adverse human health effocts
resulting from Environmental releases of radiaactive or hazardous marerials 1o the envirgnment
appear to be well developed and comprehensive. Radiological and hazardous waste exposures [o
the public fram cnvirenmental releases resulting from normal operations, operational accidents,
and transportation wore estimated using mfonnalon on source 1eems and porential at-risk vears,
Cxposure modeling used to project the impacts on the health of the publie due to radiclogical and
chemnical releases included meteorological dala, hydro geologic data, and potential release
seenarios that included both facilivy and ransportation accidents

Risk estimate endpoines for the public inchuded excess cancers lrom radio nuclide and chemical
exposures, 2)cancer fataliries from radio nuclide expasure, j)adverse genetic etfects from radio
nuclide exposure, 43hazard quotient from exposure to nonradinactive materials. Risk from
radiological exposures were estimated using NCRP 1993 risk estmates.  Lhe unceriainies i the
DLIS risk analysis praccdure ineluded model uncertainty, seurce tarm uncenainty, scenario
uncertainty, and parameter bncertainty (sampling arvor, data sources)

Environmnental pathway modeling done by the reviswer show liltle exposure 1o off'site individuals
from facility accidents or normal operations, The risk to public heaith from the eperation,
Lansparialion and aceldent scenarios as expressed by the DEIS are low and reasonable

Centers fov Disease Cont-ol
and P-avarton {COCY

expectations from aperations of Commercial Light Water Reactors

1/14.06

Commentor No. 101: Kenneth WHolt (Cont'd)

Page 2 - Mr, Sohinki

=

Thank you for the opportunity to review and comment on this DEIS. Please send us a copy of the
Final EIS, and any litere environmental impact statements which may indicale potential public
health impact and are developed under the National Envirommental Policy Act (NEPA)

cc: Felix Rogers, PhD.

Sincerely,

ﬂe/m' L Al

Kemeth W, Holl, MSFH
Special Progranis Group (F16)
Wational Center for Environmental Health

1(cont'd)
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Commentor No. 102: Bre Nicole Reiber
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1/01.09

2/01.04

Commentor No. 102: Bre Nicole Reiber (Cont'd)

Radiation exposure can result in an array of adverse heaith effects, with cancer being || 3/07.05

low-level radiation exposure: there is no safe low dose of low-level radiation. |
the most lethal. Additionally, the U.5. has yet to find a sale, permanent storage I

facility for radioactive waste; until it does so, creating more radioactive waste—no
matter how small—is envirenmentally and socially irresponsible. Countless
studies have shown that man-made radiation is rof a near-harmless, natural
extension of background radiation, as DOE and EPA public relations claim.

4/17.15
3(cont'd)

While T was disappointed that the Senate approved of CLWRs for tritium
production, I was pleased that the DOE will receive no funding for it in FY 1959, In
the interim, I hope the DOE will be more thorough in considering its impact on
national and international obligations, on human health, and on he environment.

5/01.11

Sincerely,

Bre Nicole Reiber
Executive Assistant
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COMNIMERCTAL LIGHTWATER RE AT

Commentor No. 103: \Wiam D. Scarbrough

COMMEMNT FORM
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” 1/10.04

2/24.07

3/08.02

4/23.13

Commentor No. 104: Jennifer Stephens

Dunbers d Stanfiters Locad 497 Gadsden dabana

Good Evening Ladies and Genatlemen,

It is apparent to me that those of you who object to the use of Bellefonte as the
site for the extraction of tritium have many valid reasons for your opposition, not the
least of which include your deep concern for the health and well-being of yourselves and
your families. We, the proponents of tritium production at Bellefonte, are concemed
about cur families as well. 1 must assume that those of you in opposition have
occupations which allow you to see you families each and every day. Yo wake up in
your own bed every moming. You go to your job every day. And you return to your
home every evening. However, many of us in this room are denied this aspect of daily
life which you take for granted. We, or our spouses, have occupations which reguire us
to trave] hundreds of miles away from our homes because there is no where in northern
Alabama for us to make a living. We must wake up in strange beds, work in strange
towns, and live in strange motels while we are away. We keep in touch with our families
by telephone. We do not get the luxury of watching our children grow up. We miss
birthdays, school functions, our kid's baseball games, anniversaries. We miss being able
to come home each night

Now, it may be easy for those of you to whom [ am speaking to just say, “Get a
different job.” Well, that's not the answer. The economy of northern Alabama was
booming when we began our careers. Unfortunately, industry moved north, and
therefore, so did our jobs. Tts time to bring the jobs back home.

The thought of 4 500 temporary and 700-800 permanent jobs becoming available
in northern Alabama is almost 100 great a prospect for us 1o even think about. These jobs
do not only mean that we will be able to work at homne, they mean that the local economy
will undeniably increase. We will be here to purchase our gasoline, our food, and our
work-related items. We will be here, in northern Alabama, putting our money back into
our own economy. Everyone will benefit.

Why should we continue living in the dark ages? Nuclear technology is here and
1t js not going to go away. Our direct risks from that techrology are minuscule compared
to the risks we will all take when we leave here tonight and drive home. If tritium is not
praduced at Bellefonte, 1t will be produced somewhere else. This means that all of the
benefits I just spoke of, will continue fo be benefits to some other area of the country.
We do not want this to happen anymore. We need the jobs here. We need to boeost our
own economy for a change. We need to be at home, so we too, can be with our families.

1/07.03
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Commentor No. 105: Mary Ellen Bowen

Comments Received via “800" Number

Date: i Oct 16, 1998
Name: - Mary Ellen Bowen
Organization: '

Address: i Lewis County, TN
Phone #: | (931)964-2534
Fax #:

Comment #:

Comment:

1 just want to state that | do not want you to proceed with the use of tritium or any other
thing to keep the nuclear power industry alive. [ think that it is wrong and that it is
hurtful to the peceple and the planet and please put a stop to it. Thank you.

1/14.04

Commentor No. 106: Dot Houser

Comments Received via “800" Number

i Date: Oct. 19, 1998

! Name: Dot Houser

. Organization:
Address: 46 Sherry Drive

' Ringo, GA 30736
Phone #: {706} 866-7239

: Fax #:

| Comment #:

Comment:

I am volcing a very strong opinion of not putting tritium at the Bellefonte plant near
Scottsboro, Alabama in Jackson County. There are enough people down there dying with
cancer as it is with much radiation, contaminated air, and everything as it is, but there are
a lot of older folks there. They do not need this. The people that live in that area are not
educated enough %o run plants like that, they would have 1o bring in employees to run the
plant and it is not a good idea. Absolutely. I just resent this being pushed down the throat
of us North Alabama people. We have a second home there. We live in North Georgia,
but we are in Nerth Alabama since we opted to have a second home there and this just
hurts me to the bone when | think about something like that coming to that area, it really
does, but T trust that somebody else will take it somewhere else. Thank you for your time

1/14.04

2/13.01
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Commentor No. 107: Robert H. Page

Date Updated: | 10A16/88 914 58 AM

AddressiD:

=

First Natne: LUH Last Name: Titte:

[Feber A [Fase |

Organization: I

Address; 2 Stacey Circle
City: Signal Mountain

lTn Postal Code: IST:ﬂ'?— Country:
IBED-44T-1791 Fax Numbser: |860-440-0404

Email Address: [pagerh@g_wsrmp‘nu.cnm

State or Province:

I USA
l42 3-586-6856

Work Phona:

Home Phaone:

Notes: [reor wnat fve read, The US will nead to continue with Tritium too maintain our weapons

| support the production of Triliun in a cornercial reator  What we do in the USA does change our Congerns or
position 1or countries trying ke develope weapons capabilities, ar our lessen our influence in detering
profiferation

| do nct support the spending of an estimated 55 bilhon on an ungualified, dedicated defense technology 2t the
Savannah Rwer Sile.

The Balisfonte proposal.la finish a viable commercial realor, should cost the taxpayers less.

provide needed electicity in a more safely reguiated industry. and spread the gov't spending to mare than one
stale

The regional support for TVA is justifiably very high, while the National concencus is that the Savannah River
Site is an environmental liability.

Please think green {(dollars and envirenment)and go with Bellefante.
[Thank you far your suppart,
Roberl and Antonette Page

1/07.03

Commentor No. 108: DrChris Gunn
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1/14.04

2/23.13
3/02.01
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Commentor No. 109: Dorothy J. Mock

S 28768

United States Department of Frergy
Commercial Light Water Reactor Froject
Past Offics Box 44539

Waghington, DC 20026-4539
To Whom Tt May Concern (Te Whom 1 Address My Concern):

T urge you, I entreat you, T irplore you: do not permit tritium
1/07.02

to be made--not in any reactor anywhere in the United States!

Tritium is extremely dangerous. Tritium is not needed; we should I|2/02'01

not be making nuclear bombst I| 3/14.04
Wost important, as we move into the twenty-first certnry, raking
tritium violates the Nuclear Nonproliferation Treaty the S sipned and
ratified over 25 years ago. For us/US to wiclsate this treaty weakens
our hand in efforts to limit and comtrol the spread of muclear weapons
4/01.04

among the nations of the world.
Shouldn't the United States be leading the world toward disarme

ament instead of demoralizing such efforts by producing tritium?

I urge you, I entreat you, I implere you: do not pake tritium!

Sincerely yours,

il ), Wik

Commentor No. 10: Earl Budin, M.D.

Submthd by EARL Bubiw, mo. Gollaud:

Co-Shanr, P}\ymcmns B Secial Qe,sfuhs,m,,}
SAvA BAREARA

Aissac, Chiaved Frofessoe of gadis J“Q?* VoLd

Medicad @nte

COMMENT FORM

The Department of Energy is inlerested in your comments on the Draft Envirenmania! Impact
Statement for the Production of Tridum ik @ Commercial Light Water Reactor,

There arc several ways to provide comments on this doeument and these inchade:

—_

- = atending public meetings and giving your + faxing your comments to 1-800-631-0612

i comumgn:s directly to DOE officials + commenting via the World Wide Web site:

= * mturning this comment form 10 the. heprarww.dp,doe.govidp-62

- registration desk at the meeting + calling toll-fres and leaving your comments

— » retumning this comment form or other writien via voice mail, 1-800-332-0801

- comments 1o the sddress en theback T- 7 Fo 7o HH gy e it

=4

- Comments: _The propoasl touae s .ciullion nuclear. pours ssaccon-t8 PEDAuCE Txitivm

-

—_ for uoe im nuclear bonbes would be ¢ tevyible micteke and 1 otrongly object to that

— proposal for the fpllowing regaons

- 1, The mogt important reason {a that this would be z violation gf the Nuclear Nen-

. prolifaration Treaty which declarss vhat every government must werk toward & world-

o

= wide spresment on s_tremty to aholish o3l cuclsar veapoms as an urgent goal to_bw 1/01.04

achieved in the ohortest time perind, 1f wo produco movs Tritivm thin woukd eend a .

o meRBAgE Lo oEher counkrica Pl we InTond €0 Hoop NUCLOGY BDOMBG oRA RAme LT Wery

gl A{Fficulr to reach sgreanent on thelr sboiitdem,

— ?: Horld=wids shaligdon nf miclear weapona han heen the stated goal af sur preaident

- ond of rocemt chief of stdff of pur atmed forcos Con, Coddn Pewall, ae well as of a

- large number of high Yerk! ng generals mrnd egmirals of U.3, and other covutcles who 2/()1 ()1

- in a racent statemwent called for the sbolition of al) nuclear weapons, Tecogrdzing

— ealled E

- the fact that nuclear bombs are of no military value,

= 3, Ae neted on page 13 of the DEIR, wo hove on hand onough Frdcium to mointadn our

- Tugledr Weapcng until Lhe year 2010.Cartainly we waet by thes bave eatablished o 3/0202

—

world-wide verffieble sgreement on the elimimation of ‘nuclear weapons.

4. 1f "enhance the ydeld of & nuolaar waspon" if the key function of Tritium {pmge 5, NRTR),
we could maintaln our present nuclear weapons without Tritium, sivce the explysive puwer of 4/0103
our pregent nuclgar bomba rlready makes them Infearnble for militaty use.
3. Lhe proposal to use commercial nuclear pewer rYeactors to produce Jritium far nuelesr bombs
would violate the long-wtending U.S. policy ©0 keep nilifary and civilian nacleay reacIors 5/()1 ()9
eeparate. 6. 7o establish a mew use for ¢ivilian nuclear power reactors l@ councer Te the .
growing world-wide comsenews that nuclear power should be eliminated aé & S0urce of FNeYgy
@ince it is inherently unsafe, unecenomwic and most inportantly untecsesary. 6/24.08

- —

- .
Submitted by Earl Budin, M.D. N @NQ“\ i

co-chair, Physicians for Social Responsibility, Santa Barbara
chapter
Associate Clinical Professor of Radiology, UCLA Medical Center
Address: 2415 Stanwood Drive,
Santa Barbara, CA 93103
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Commentor No. 11: Virginia Thrasher

Comments Received via “800" Number

Dake: Ot 36, 1950
Nams; Pdr=. Wirgpma Thrasher
(rpanization: 1 1
| Address: 716 Homowver Clrcle —
__Ellrrninuh:.rn. AL 35213
Plssme o;
Fax #:
Commend #; 1
Comemenil:

| wms callarg :Ii:-rni:n[u. of yoir Exveanmental Impact Ssalemenl. What vou all are
planming ta do- up in Scottshorn, Alohame, the Commencial Lght Wiler Ressor, i= whal

1 wanl the EI5 on. 1F# includes any information as o why thene's sy reason o continue
with this pregect in view of The Bact that nuclear reactors ame being demolished theoughour
oy pars of the Uasted Surles, [ jusl wan soone juslification e il other than thad vou
nood 10 creaie jobs, which | realize are very necessary.

1/02.01

Commentor No. 12: R. D. Liska

AddressiD:

Firat Name: M Last Name: Title:

5 Datz Updated: I 10/25/98 5:00:21 PM

[concemed citizen

F— F

Organlzation: l

ILiska

Address: 1155 Oakwood
City: Republic , i i

State or Province: IMO Pastal Code: ]_(_-35?_3& . Country:  JUSA

Motes:

Work Phone: l Fax Number: i o
Hello DOE.

Heme Phone;
Why must Tritium be produced for nuclear weapens® Is not there encugh death and insanity
in the world as is? Put your time money. and enargy into bullding safe and clzan
nuclear power plants. Put your tima,erergy, and money into cleaning up the nuclear waste
you are now and have produced. How many peopla will this project end up killing?l | 3/14 04
| thought we were getting rid of our nuclear stockpile. I | 4/0201 .

” 2/23.1

1/01.01
I
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Commentor No

. 13: Richard J. Sturtridge

AddressiD: | 47.
First Name: LB Last Name:

Richard

IJ !Sturtridge .

Date Updated: I 10/26/98 8:25:17 PM

Title:

| Qwner

QOrganizatian: lJarlan—,JaIain .

Address: Box 128122

City: [Nashville

|TN Postal Code

State or Province:

Work Phone:

H |37212- Country: LISA
I(_ ) 385-2321 Fax Number; l( ) 385-7288

Email Address: fartworkdesign@hame gom ;

Herne Phone:

Commentor No. 14: Ronald Allen

Comments Received via “800" Number

Date: Oct 26, 1998 D
"Name: Ronald Allen

Organization:

Address: | 10324 West Blue Springs Court o o

Homaosassa, FL 34448

Motes:

recard. Do us all a favor and stop it now,

I am appalled and frightened to hear that you are planning hearings for the production
of Tritium in a commaercial light water reactor in my hame slate of Tennessee, | am
appalled at the thought of using a civilian facility for the production of weapens of
nuclear destruction and frightened by the thought of the creation of yet another cancer

producing facility in a State alreadt suffering from a dangerously poor environmental I 2/14.04

I‘ 1/01.09

Phone #:
Faxi:

(352) 628-0994

Comment #:

Comment:

As ataxpayer, ! am very concerned that the Governument do this tritium in the Bellefonte
and the other TV A plants versus the Savawnah River plant because of the cost -- talking a
great deal of money mare for Savannah River to do it versus TVA. | would very much
like some more information. [f you would mail this to me on this issue and [ would
appreciate it that you make my comments known, Thank you.

1/23.15
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Commentor No. 15: Patricia Pelot Sanders

COMMENT FORM

The Deparunent of Energy is inzerested in your comments on the Draft Envirormenta! Impacr
Statement for the Production of Tritkun in @ Commercial Light Water Reactor

There are ssveral ways to provide comments on this document and these include:

« atiending public meetings and giving your » faxing your comments to 1-800-631-0612

comments directly to DOE officials * commenting via the World Wide Web site:
= netuming this comment form io the bttp-fwarw.dp.dos. gov/idp-62
registration dask at the meeting + calling toli-free and leaving vour comments

* returning this commment form or other written via vojce mail, 1-800-332-0801

comments (o the address on the back
Iy s _

,NJr; Tt LT 1A ]
A PP F ST APy IV ||1/23.13
Tre AMJ.WM . || 2/14.04
T velades HS %\—;n'f;a oA[.jcz"funs- I|3/Ol-04

TImE alsued 7o anade if Xefavs wai aeed i || 4102.02

Thagk you for your inprt. Please use addirional sheets if peceseary and attach them to this form.

Name: _[at~ricim [fPefef 54f\¢/€"5 (opuonal)
Organization;, H,.S. c/#;z&n

Address: £ 0 Box 278

City: _ A1 Bore. Stte: 7 A&/ . ZipCods: T 71 33
‘Work phone: —fers) §9¢ - 03 S5 Home phone(fas] EfE - 025

Fax(fss) 9B -265%K
E-Mail sddress; __ =
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WILDLAW

A Non-profit Environmental Law Firm
Board:
Tr. Harvard Ayers, NC
Lamar Marshall, AL
Brent Martin, GA
Ieft Richardson, I.1D., FL
Cielo Sand, TN
Advisory Board:

Lixecutive Director

Ray Vaughun

300-B Water Street, Suite 208
Montgomery, AL 30104
334/265-6529

334/265-651 1 (fax)

e-mail: wildlaw(Baol.com
www.wildlaw.org

Dave Foreman

Dr. Reed Noss
lames Redfield

Qctober 26, 1998

U.8. Department of Energy

Commercial Light Water Reactor Project Office
Altn: Mr., Stephen Sohinki

PO Box 44539

Washington, DC 20026-453%

RE: Comments un Drall Environmental fmpact Statement for the Production of Tritium
in a Commereial Light Water Reactor

Dear Director Sohinki:

On behall'of Wild Alahama, a non-profit outdoor recreation and environmental erganization,
[ am filing the following comments on the Draft EIS for the proposed conversion of 3 commercial light
water reactor into a tritium producing facility,

Wild Alabama’s initial and greatest concern is the Department of Energy and TVA’s blithe
asscrtions that while tritium is radioactive, it must be produced. No options; ne alternatives. The
purpose of an EIS is to present all possible, viable alternatives. Instead, the documents provided
interested parties contain nothing more than burcaucratic (iller lor foregone conclusions. The fact
that vou provide a chart with 1% reactor combinations does not give the vulnerable public the
"alternatives" required by WEPA; nor does the consideration of producing tritium in an accelerator
provide an alternative.

The EIS is woefully inadequate and incomplete. Assertions by the DOE that waste will be
produced and that storage of (hat wusle may be stored on-site or may be stored in a federal sterage

1/06.01

|| 2/05.11
3/16.02

Sjuswndog juswwo)d



28-¢

Commentor No. 16: Leigh Haynie forWwild Alabama (Cont'd)

facility does not satisfy (he requirements of NEPA. Comments cannot be made with such indecision
and inconsistency. Complete information cannot be provided by DOE until after March of 1999
when the post-irradiation tests will be studied from Watts Bar. A lack of mitigation measures and
a lack of concise and complete discussions of impacts by the proposed production also inhibit
adequate comments. The DOE spends an admirable amount of time with drawings and explanations
of what will happen during the process ol production, but the DOE becomes vague and noncommital
when discussing the impaets this will have on the environment. Another inadequate section is found
in §5.2 10 where the DOE states that accidents as a result of sabotage will not be addressed because
of their speculative nature. In the next Draft EIS, the DOE nceds to further explain why this is a
speculative argument with the growth of extremisl lerrorist organizations. The United States is no
longer impervicus 1o terrorist attacks as the World Trade Center bombing illustrates. The
environment and salely issues require just as in-depth and clear sclentific explanation as tritium
production.

The alternatives in the CA did not consider a broad enough range. Each alternative
{excluding the no action alternative) provides for the same amount of tritium production. The EIS
fails to provide adequate justilication and discussion of how the DOE arrived at the due date of 2005
to start production of tritium (other than the fact that the 1996 Nuclear Weapons Stockpile Plan is
accompanied by a Presidential Decision Directive that mandates new tritium be available by
approximately 2005 IF a CLWR is the selected option for witium production). The EIS also fails
(e provide adequate support for the production of 3 kilograms of tritium per year. Finally the EIS
lails 10 provide the data and figures as to why DOE needs forty years of tritium preduction at 3
kilograms a year.

Ome reasonable allernative would be 1o moderate the amounts of tritium produced to fewer
mamber of years of production and/or smaller yearly levels. According to the chart on page 12 of
the summary, the DOE will not rcach 1996 NWSM stockpile levels until 2010, which could be a
delayed start-up date. (The DOE can borrow cxpertise from modem seerunting procedures whete
inventory is not delivered until it is needed thereby increasing efticiency in relation to time, money,
and storage space.) This is another alternative not considered by the DOE. All of the DOE’s
alternatives result in the same amount of tritivm in the sawe amount of ime, and with the cursory
consideration of the 1o action alterative, all of the aliernatives will result in production dependent
on TVA, This is legally insullicient,

A particularly instructive case is Frieads of the Bitterroot, Inc. v. U.S. Forese Serv.. No,
CV-90-76-B11, 25 E1.R. 21186 (I3 Mt 1994). There, even thaugh the Forest Service identified and
considered seven allernatives, the Court held that the Forest Service failed to comply with NEPA
hecanse the apency failed tn cansider just one additional reasonable alternative. namely an
alternativc to protect roadless arcas. The agency claimed that such an alternative would not further
the purposes of the proposed action, but the Court disagreed. The Court held:

"In Count IT ol their complaint, as amended, plaintiifs contend the Trail Creek

3(cont'd)
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EIS fails to adequatcly anafyze all reasonable alternatives, including a less
envircnmentally damaging alternative that would exclude logging and road building
activity in existing roadless areas within the Beaverhead National Forest. Plaintiffs
muainlain the EIS should have addressed an allernative exempting the Beaver Lakes
roadless area from the timber sale in order 10 preserve that arca's value as secure
wildlife habitat. In response, delendants assert Lhe alternative would not have met
the thanagement goals, standazds, and objectives of the Beaverhead Natienal Forest
Plan. Delendants further maintain the development of such an alternative would not
have added any new information to the EIS.

"NEPA requires an EIS provide intormation in detail and consider every
reascmnable alternative 1o a prapased action. Citizens for a Belter Henderson, supra,
768 F.2d at 1037, see 42 U.S.C. § 4332(2)(e)(131). An ageney’s range of alternatives
is reviewed under a ‘rule of reason’ standard that “requires an agency 1o set forth only
those alternatives nceessary to permit a reasonced choice.” California v. Block, 690
F.2d 753, 767 (%th Cir. 1982} (“The touchstone for [a court’s] inquiry is whether an
LIS selection and discussion of alternatives fosters informed decisionmaking and
informed public participalion.’}. Additionatly, NEPA does nul require a1 separate
analysis of alternatives which are not significantly distinguishable from alternatives
actually considered or which have substantially similar consequences. Northern
Plains Resource Council v, Lujan, 874 F.2d 661, 666 (9th Cir. 1989). As a result,
an apency's consideration of alternatives is sofficient if it examines an appropriate
range of alternatives, even if it does not consider every available alternative.
Headwaters, Inc. v. Burcau of Land Management, 914 1'2d 1174, 1181 (9th Cir.
1590).

“In the case sub judice, the Forest Service examined seven allernale courses
of action with respeet to the Trail Creck project: six ‘action’ aliemnatives
(Alternatives B, C, 1), B, F, and () and one “no action® alternative (Alternalive A).
The ‘action’ alternatives proposed timber harvesting in varying locations, amounts,
and methods in the Trall Creek area. Moreover, (he aclion allernatives all called for
varying degrees of timber harvesting in the Beaver Lakes roadless area.

"Defendants maintain the plaintifts’ preferred alternative “would not have
met the management goals, standards, and objectives defined in the Beaverhead
National Ferest by the Beaverhead Forest Plan,” Specifically, defendants maintatn
that ‘becausc the management decisions to harvest timber in those areas have already
been made at the Forest Plun level it did not need to be revisited.”

"The fact the Beaverhead Forest Plan designates certain land as suitable for
timber management does not, however, ohligate the Forest Service to proceed with
the timber harvesting, nor does it preclude the Forest Service from exercising its

Ll
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discretion to consider other courses of action, Accordingly, to the extent defendants
maintain an alternative aimed at preserving the Beaver Lakes roadless area would he
‘pointless,” hased upon the goals of the Beaverhead Forest Plan, the eourt concludes
defendants’ summary judgment moticn is not well taken. Defendants™ position is
contrary to ME[’A’s underlying tenet. i.e., that agencies consider all reasonable
alternatives so as to ensure an IS fosters [nformed decision making. See Idaho
Conservation League v. Mumma, supra, 956 F.2d at 1519-20.

"I'he Lorest Service cannot deny there is some benefit to be derived from
considering an alternative that preserves the Beaver Lakes roadless area. Plaintiffs,
as well as the Montana Department of Fish, Wildlife & Parks, whose considerable
expertise in the area of wildlife managemcent is undisputed, expressed concerns that
preservation of the Beaver Lakes roadless area warranted full consideration in the
1rail Creek NEPA process given the area's high sccurily value for wildlife.
Moreover, plaintiffs have alleged the roadless arcus provide wildhle comndors
essential for maintaizing the biological diversity in the Northern Rocky Mountains.

"Given the contentious and long-slanding debate in the State of Montana
regarding Lhe preservalion ol roadless lands and wilderness designation, the conrt
concurs with plaintifls’ assertiom that the NEPA process would have been property
serviced by development of an aclion allernative that preserved roadless lands in the
Truil Creek area. Such an alternative would have afforded the opportunity for
seientific and public participation and debate regarding the delicate balance between
preserving natural resourees and timber management.

"Accordingly, the EIS failure 1o address an alternative preserving existing
roadless lands in the ‘I'rail Creck area renders compels this courl to REMAND this
matter Tor further administrative procecdings.”

‘The Council on Envirenmental Quality (CEQ) administers and incrprets NEPA. See Abenaki
Nation of Mississquoi v. Hughes, 805 F. Supp, 234, 241 {D, Vt. 1992), uif'd, 990 FF.2d 729 (2d Cir.
1993}, 40 C.F.R, § 15302.14 makes abundanily clear that the DOE has failed to adhere to the
regulations and therefore the EIS should be revised again to address each of the following
requirements. This section is the heart of the envirenmental impact statement. Based on the
information and analysis presented in the sections on the Affected Environment (Section 1502.15)
and the Environmental Consequences (Section 1502.16), it should present the environmental impacts
of the proposal and the alternatives in comparative form, thus sharply defining the issues and
providing a clear hasis for choice among options by the decisionmaker and the public. In this section
agencies shall:

{a) Rigorously explore and objectively evaluate all reasonable altemmatives, and for alternatives which
were eliminated from detailed study, briefly discuss the reasons for their having been eliminated.

2(cont'd)
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(b Devote substantial treatment to each alternative considered in detail including the proposed
action 50 thal reviewers may evaluate their comparative merits.

(¢} Include reasonable alternatives not within the jurisdiction of the lead agency.
(d} Include the alternative of no action.

(e} ldentify the agency's preferred alernative or alternatives, if onc or more exists, in the draft
statement and identify such alternative in the final statement tnless another taw prohibits the
expression of sach a preference.

(1) Include appropriate mitigation measures not already included in the proposed action or
alternatives.

Only a brief survey of the preceding requirements is needed W demonstrale thal the ROE has
failed to address all but one item, item D, While the DO provides the public with a tome of
hureaucratic jargon, the DOE fails to identify alternatives that were dropped from consideration and
why they were dropped from consideration. This is a violation of NEPA. In the eyes of the DOE,
each alternative will result in approximately the same impact even though one set of the reactors.
Bellefonte, is nel in production and sits idle. The fact that the DOE plosses over the cataclysmic
change thal will occur in northeast Alabama due 1o the start-up and production of radicactive
materials emphasizes the glaring weaknesses of this TIS. This isa violation of NEPA. What is the
DOFE’s preforred alternative? Where, ilaLall, is here a discussion ol the mitigation meagures that
will be in place once production is started? Miligalion measures will be needed at all three CLWRS
with the construction of the ISFT and the 1mpucts on endangered species. 40 CF.R. § 1508.20
defines mitigation to include (a) Avoiding the impact altogether by not taking a certain aclion or
parts of an action. . . (¢) rectifying the impact by repairing. rehabilitaling, or restoring the allecled
environment {d) Reducing or eliminating the impact over time by preservation and mainlenance
operations during the life of the action, and {e) Compensating for the impact by replacing or
providing subslitute resources oc environments. The TXOF must address the isswe of mitigation
measures and adequately examine those in the Final RIS

Within this Commenl letter, we poinl oul two allernatives that the LIS did not, and it is
apparent that the DOE fails to adhere to the rules and regulations of NEPA. As we have outlined
at least two viable but unexamined altcrnatives that could be used to address the tritium problem.
the EIS is inadequate and must be reissucd.

The EIS spends sufficient time examining the technical aspects of triium production, tut
fails o thoroughly cxamine issues outside of its expertise, such as ecosystem und economical
considerations. With all ol the activity affecting the viability of the aquatic wildlife such as the
mussels and native fish and with all the unnatural diversiens of water, at least four dams between
the three proposcd Commgcreial Light Water Reactors, what is to be gained environmentally, and

2(cont'd)
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inthe long run ceconomically. by choosing a Commercial T.ight Water Reactor? Since TV A has been
planning on converting Bellefonte to a lossil fuel plant, how will the destruction of that plan affect
the economics of the surrounding area? Where is the comparison of economic gain to be won with
tritium production over another fossil fuel plant?

The presence of [ndiana and gray bats along withthe endangered mussels and the endangered
green pitcher plant prohibit the furtherance of any proposed actions at Bellefonte. Ne documentation
is given as 10 WHO determined the green pitcher plant is not found in the vicinity of the plant or that
il is not supposed Lo be found in this area. As to the Indiana bat, the DOE should be aware of its
tennous hold on cxistence and the federal court’s measures to protect said species.  As one federal
district court has determined,

The Indiana bat was listed as an endangered species on March 11, 1967,
Between 1960 and 1975, the bal's population decreased by 28%. In 1983,
subsequent in Lime (o the pussage of the ESA, the U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service
("Fish & Wildlife™) issued a recovery plan tor the Indiana bat. Fish & Wildlile
then designated seven {7} "Priority 1 hibernacula” where 85% of the Indizna bats
currently hibernate. Bespite the recovery plan's goal of halting the decline of

the Indiana bat, the hat's population has continued to fall. Between 1960 and
1987 there was a 55% population decline at riority 1 hibernacula, and a
generally similar decline af Prionily 2 hibernacula. [AR, Tab 38 GG 008].
According Lo the defendants’ Indiana Bat Summer 1abitat Management Strategy. "if
the present rate of decline continues, the Indiana 13at Recovery Team projects
that the species will be extirpated Irom Priority 1 caves, and perhaps become
cxtincl, by the year 20440,

House v. United States Forest Service, 974 F.Supp. 1022, n.1, (8" Cir., 1997). In that particular
case, the U.5. Forest Service was ordered to cease and desisl all aclivitics in an arca inhabited by the
Indiana bat. The DOE will have to provide much more information before 1t can proceed at
Bellefonte, which includes site-specific information as to all species listed under endangered status
and miligation and habitat management plans for each species

Agency decisions are subject to the “arbitrary und capricious” standard whichappliesin APA
actions. Stare of North Caroling v. Federal Aviation Administration, 957 F_2d 1125, 1128 (dth
Cir.1992). Tn order to apply this standard, a court mus! determine whether Lhe decision was based
on a consideration of the relevant [aciars and whether there has been a clear error of judgment. Jd
{quoting Citizens to Preserve Overton Park, Inc. v Volpe, 401 UK. 402, 416, 91 S. Ct. 814,
823-824, 28 1.. Bd.2d 136 (1971)). Tt is the DOE’s responsibilily (o determine the suitability of
Bellefonte for titium production. While the 130F has notified the United States Fish and Wildlife
Service of the existence of the Indiana Bat, (he Endangered Species Act requires atl federal agencies
10 consult in such a situation:

| 11(contd
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Fach Tederal agency shall, in consultation with and with the assistance of the
Secretary, insure that any action authorized, funded, or carried cut by such agency
(hereinafter in this section referred 1o as an "agency action") is not likely to
jeopardize the continued existence of any endangered species or threatened species
or result in the destruction or adverse modification of habitat of such species which
1y determined by the Secretary, aller consullation as appropriale with affected States,
to be critical, unless such agency has been granted an exemption for such action by
the Commitlee pursuant 10 subseclion (h) of this section. ln fullilling the
requirements of this paragraph each agency shall use the best scientific and
commercial data available.

16 US.C. §1536(h).

To state, as the DOE does in Appendix B, that * . . .no additional impacts to biclogical
resources wauld be expected from tritium production” fails to take the "hard look" as required by
NEPA. Inan EA the agency nst take a “hard loak” at the project and its impacts, *as opposed to
bald conclusions, unaided by preliminary investigation,” and must “identify the relevant areas of
environmental concern.”™ Marviand-National Capital Park and Planning Commissionv. U 5. Postal
Service, 487 F.2d4 1029, 1040 (D.C. Cir. 1973}, General, vague comments, such as “For partially
completed CLWRs, the baseline and associated impacts would depend on the level of modification
necessary to complele construction and the eftfluents resulting from the reactors’ operation activities
(EIS B-6), do not suffice as a*hard look.” Furthermore, mare explanation needs to be provided the
public as to Table 5-24. Footnote b assures the reader that the radicactive release will significantly
1csg than the limit of 20,000pCi/L for tritium, but what does that limit mean. Did the government
set the limit where only cog in a 100 wilk die (rom cancer or sulTer the elects? What does thal limit
mean? The next EIS the DOE does must examine these limits in more detail and provide adequate
explanation for the lay reader.

NEPA sets forth a “national pelicy which will cncourage productive and enjovable harmony
between man and his covironment [and] promole elforls which will prevent or eliminale damage to
the environment and bivsphere and stimulate the health and welfare of man.™ 42 11.8.C. § 4321,

The Eleventh Circuit has recently explained the genesis and overall approach ol the Act:

“Prior to the passage of [NEPA), envivonmental considerations were systematically
underrepresented in the federal agency decision making process, Consistent with
traditional notions of natural resource allocation, the benefits of development were
oversiressed and less environmentally damaging alternatives for meeting program
ohjectives were often given limited consideration. NEPA declares a broad national
commithient to protecting and promoting environmental qualily. This cornmitment
is implemented by locusing government and public atlention on the environmental
cllects of preposed agency action; The Act ensures that important environmental

13(cont'd
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cansequences will not be *overlooked or underestimated only to be discovered after
resources have been committed or the die otherwise cast.” In short, NEPA requires
that the evaluation of a project's environmental consequences take place early in the
praject's planning process.”

North Buckhead, 903 1. 2d at 153940 {¢itation omitted),

NEPA does not set out substantive environmental standards. nor preseribe any regulatory
program. Rather, the congressional mandate of § 4321 is realized through a sel of “action foreing™
procedures that require an agency to take a “hard look™ at environmental consequences. Robertson
v. Methow Valley Clrizens Council, 490 1.8, 332, 109 S.Ct. 1833, 1846, 104 L.Ed.2d 351 (1989);
Vermont Yankee Nuclear Power Corp. v. Natural Resowrces Defense Council, 435 U8, 319, 558,
98 S.Ct. 1197, 1219, 55 L.Ed.2d 460 (1978). The procedural requirements derive from 42 U.S.C.
§ 4332(2% Chl-iv}y. which directs all agencies of the federal government to prepare for “major
Federal actions” a detailed statement on {i) the environmental impact of the proposed action; (ii) any
unavoidable adverse environmental effects if a project is implemented; (1ii) alternatives to the
praposed action; (iv) the relationship between short-tenn uses of the environment and maintenance
of long-term productivity, and (v) any irreversible and irretricvable commitments of resourees
involved in the project's implementation,

An EIS is [supposed to be] an exhaustive analysis of the impacts, proposed mitigation, and
alternatives to the federal praject, which has been circulaled w0 other involved agencies, see §
1502.19, subject to public comment and agency response, see § 1503, reviewed by the CEQ in case
of interagency disagreement, sce § 1504, and ultimately submitted to the President. The EIS,
therefore, is the primary vehicle for compliance with NEPA where a project will have a significant
impact on the environment. The 1318 is the “action forcing™ device envisioned by Congress to insure
that NEPA's policies and goals are infused into federal decision making. 40 C.F.R. § 1502.1.

There is a failure to identify how Bellefonte, an unlested site. is a viable allermative when of
euch proposed plant Tiellelonte is the one thal will receive the most significant iunpact. Whereas the
other CL W Rs already operate, therefore already experience increased levels of radiation, Bellefonte
currently experiences no radiation. (FIS p. 3-67). Producing tritium at Bellefonte will increase
radiation exposure exponentially. Your own EIS confirms this conclusion:

At Bellefonte, there would be a potenital for sceondary impacts arising from the
proposed action. This is because Bellefonte reactors are currently not operating.
While it is noted that any secondary impucts would be caused by the radionuclides
other than iritium, (hese impacts would represent a change from no action. (EIS p.5-
111).

There is absolutely no cumulative impacts analysis in this EA, The EA very bricfly looked
at seme things called "cumulative impacts” but these were actually indirecl impacts and nothing but

15(cont'd
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"coakbook” analysis at that. There is nothing site-specific at all about cumulative impacts, and there
is nothing at all about other actions {public or private} in the area and how they will interact with this
proposal. Reliance upon 1974 or older data from 1'VA does not suffice NEPA's “hard look"
requirement, "Cumulative impacts” are not the things that happen later or some distance from this
propesal, such as downstream sedimentation Gve years from now. Those are called "indirect
impacts,” which NEPA also requires the agency e consider. However, the DOE cannot forego its
legally mandated consideration of cumulative impacts by mislabeling indircct impacts as
“cumalative." Where is the cumulative analysis on Bellefonte’s impact in conjunction with the
Widows Creek Possil Plant? Data from 1974 is too distant and not accurate enough to satisty
NEPA’s requirements. Further analysis and measurements need to be initiated before a complete
Drafl EIS can be subimitted.

Isolated references 10 impacts this proposed construction and operation at Bellefonte will
have on the citizens und wildlile in his area are inelTective untl the DOFE analyres those impacts
cumulatively. For example, in Chapter 5 of the EIS. the DOE lists consequences that will oceur
from tritium production such as inereased operational noise levels. After identitying the amount of
noise increase and finding that wildlife will experience "startled responses.” the DOE dismisses these
respromses as "causing il or no disturbance of wildlife an the site and thus should affect no changes
in local wildlife pepulations.” (E1S p. 5-50).  This "Little” disturbance combined with the
"insignificant rcduction in the aquatic macroflora and plankien” in the river (EIS p. 5-51) and the
"small impact of radiological releases onaguatic species” (EIS 5-52) may combine lo be a significant
impact on the ecosystemn as a whole. Ilowever. ncither the writer or the reader knows since that kind
of analysis iz nover produced by the DOUE.

The EA is required to identily and consider cumulative effects:

"Far ¢ach allernative. estimate the direst, indirect, and cumulative environmentak
cffects, including the effectivencss of the mitigation measures, that would result from
implementing each of the alternatives, including the no action allermative. Also,
identity any additional mitigation measures that may be required. such as measures
commaon to all alternatives."

1909.15 FSH § 15.

The CEQ Repulations arc clear that cumulative effects involve impacts from other projects,
but this F18 neither ineniions nor identifies the impacts from a number of similar projects being
propuosed in this area or from past projects in the area.

16(cont'd
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The CLLQ} Regulations define "Cumulative impact” as:

"the impact on the environment which results from the incremental impact of the
action when added to other past, present, and reasonahly foreseeable future actions
regardless of what agency (Federal or non Federal) or person undertakes such other
actions. Cumulative impacts can result from individually minor but collectively
significant actions taking place over a period of time.”

40 C.F.R. § 1508.7 (Emphasis added.}

The CEQ) Regulations also stale:

"Effeets’ inelude: . . . (b) Indireet cffcets, which arc caused by the action and are
later in time or farther removed in distance, bur are still rcasonably foresceable,
Indirect effects may include growth inducing elTeels and other elfiets related 1o
induced changes in Lthe paliern of Land use, population density or growth rale, and
related elfects on air and water und other natural systems, including ecosysterns.”

40 C.FR. § 15088,

The EA labels a few charts as cumulative effects, Those charts, however, disclose only direct
or indirect effects of the project. An example is that the I'A discusses "cumulative” impacts on
ecalogical from this proposal and this proposal alone, The EA assumes that general impacts from
this proposal several years from now, such as the increase of water temperature, are "cumulative”
impacts. { EIS at 5-115). That is a direct impact. While mentioning other TVA activities in or
nearby the Tenncssee River, nowhere does the EIS discuss the impacts of this proposal in addition
to other similar actions in the area, whether on TVA projects or private activities, All the EIS
discusscs is the increase in radivactivily ltom tritium productions.  While such discussion is
appropriate, to limil cumulalive impacts analysis 1o that one ilem is grossly inadequate. Another
example of DOFs fuilure o present the facls in a proper way is the chart on page 5-43. According
to the chart, only (0004 percent of the Tennessee River's water flow will be diverted to accommodate
the needs of a plant producing tritium, yet the EIS fails to present how this diversion of waler in
conjunction with municipalitics and industries and dams will affect the river.

Another failure of the DOE when discussing the impacl on surlace waler and groundwater
is the failere to convey in clear, accurate and simple terms whal the elfects to the human
environment will be if a leak of tritium occurs, In Appendix B the EIS atlempts o discuss the
methads by which waler resources and water quality will be monitored. Again, the EIS is replete
with general surmises, especially concerning the partially completed facilitics. The DOE concedes

10

16(cont'd)

17/11.10

Commentor No. 16: Leigh Haynie forWwild Alabama (Cont'd)

there will be an impact when an idled plant is engaged, but apparently expects residents to appreciate
the fact the DO will monitor the change in water quality. Like normal hvdrogen, tritium can bond
with oxygen to form water. When this happens, the resulting water (called tritium oxide or tritiated
water) i3 also radicactive. Because tritium oxide is chemically identical to normal water, it cannot
be filtered out of the water. Once Bellefonte tritium hits the water supply there will be no way to
retrieve it. To spend over 400 pages explaining the benefits of tritium and the wonders it will do for
the economy and socioeconomic levels of the area, il is remiss and violative of NEPA to minimize
and trivialize the negative effects that will pecur. 1o dismiss concerns ahout the potentially
significant and harmful effects of tritium production with some vague assurances the water will be
monitored does not suffice. KEPA requires the government to analyze both positive and negative
significant impacts. This EIS fails ta follow those regulations.

NEPA procedures must insure that environmental information is available to public
officials and citizens before decisions are made and before actions are taken, The
information must be of high quality. Accurate scientific analysis, expert agency
comments, and public scrutiny are esscitial to implementing NEI'A. Most important,
NEPA documents must concentrate on the issues that are truly significant 1o the
action in question, rather than amassing neediess detail. 40 C.I°.R. §1500.1(b).

“An EIS serves two purposes: {1) ta provide decision makers with enough information to aid
the substantive decision whether to proceed with the project in light of its environmental
consequence; and (2} to provide the public with information and an opportunity o participate in
gathering information.” Big Hole Ranchers Association, 086 F, Supp. at 260,

In relevant part, CEQ regulations define “significantly™ as follows:

“Significantly asused in NEPA requires considerations ofboth context and intensity:

“(a) Context. This means that the significance of an action must be analyzed
in several contexts such as society as a whole (human, national), the alfecled region,
the affected interests, and the locality. Significance varies with the setting of the
proposcd action . . ..

(b3 Lntensity. This refers to the severity of impacl. . . . The lollowing should
be considered in evaluation ol inlensity:

“(1) Impacts that may be both benelicial and adverse. A significant
effect may exist even if the Federal agency belicves that on balance

11

17(cont'd

18/05.1
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Commentor No. 16: Leigh Haynie forWwild Alabama (Cont'd)

the cffcet will be beneficial

“(4) The degree 1o which the effects on the quality of ihe human
environment are likely to be highly controversial.

“t3) The degree 1o which the possible effects on the human
cnvirennient are highly uncertain orinvolve unique or unknown risks,

“16y The degree 10 which Lhe action may establish a precedent for
future actions with significant etlects or ropresents o decision in
principle about future considerations,

“9% The degree 1o which the aclion may adversely allect an
endangered or threatened  species or ils habilal that has been
determined to be critical under the Endangered Species Acl ol 1973,

#1100 Whether the action threatens a violation of Federal, State, or
local law or requirements smposed  lor  prolection of  the
enviromnent.”

40 C.F.R. § 1508.27. I'he DOE must take adhere to these regulations and provide the public with
an EIS that adcquately identifics how this proposed project will impact their environment as a whole.

There is a very limited discussion of other projects in the area, including some private lands.
However, that section only gives cursory review to those actions, and nowhere does the EA ever
identify and discuss the IMPACTS from thusce vther actions. Cumulative effects analysis requires
more than ticking off a list of other things in the area: it requires identification and analysis of the
impacis [rem those actions and the proposed action together.

The lack of site-specific analysis is a clcar violation of NEPA. All of the analysis in the IS
could he cut and pasted into another project anywhere else in the country. Site-specilic unalysis

12

18(cont'd)

16(cont'd)

19/12.05

Commentor No. 16: Leigh Haynie forWwild Alabama (Cont'd)

cannot be cut and paste because it deals with the specifics of the project. The Department must
address the impacts to the specific streams, plants, animals, etc. in the project area. All wildlife
discussion in the EIS is based entirely upon generic statements with absolutely no site-specific
supperting data or information. None of the information has been field-checked or verified in any
way. There is no site-specific data on wildlife in this compartment, and there is no survey data
showing what numbers of sensitive species occur in these areas such that the agency can adequately
determine that the proposal will not adversely impact the viability of these species. Without actual
site-specific data showing the number of individuals of a species and how many will be killed or
displaced by this proposal, the agency cannot logically conclude that the viability of these specics
isassured in this area. The bottom line is the DOE must provide numbers and popularions staristics.
Even this EIS acknowledges that TV A activities on the Tennessec River have resulted in declining
numbers of mussels and other aquatic life. Only with site-specific data and hard numbers will the
DOFE aceurately convey the true impacts of this proposcd action.

At no point in the 18 does the DOT consider possible attack on the trunsport of TPBARs
from the production site to either Savannah River Sile or the Richland, Washington site.

A blanket statement such as "No environmenlal impacts are expeeted as a resull of
compliance with both NRC and DOE safeguard and security provisions based on the adequacy of
the existing 'I'V A security provistons illustrates the cursory analysis given to such considerations as
security. (HIS p. 5-100).

From a document well over 400 pages, the DOH sees fitto devate only two paragraphs to the
important discussion ol soils. (E1S p. 4-66). Soils can be what conduet the waste from this proposed
dctivily; soils can be what protects the waste from entering the water table. Soil identification is

nevessary 1o evatuate storage options and stability for the future. Adverse impacts to water quality
have not been analvzed properly. There is a luck of data on impacts from previous diversions.
Tables 5-22 and 5-23 are antiquated charls (rom 1967 wilhout any recent data to confirm what is in
the water now, nior any qualified data as 1o whal will be in the water onee the proposed actions begin.
The following statements do nothing to ease one’s mind: "Waler required from the Guntersville
Rervoir would be a small fraction of the river flow, and most of it would be returned to the reservoir
after use.” (EIS p. 5-42).

The EA aveids any discussion of the economic impacts to recreation. Thisisablatant failure
to comply with the agency s NFPA duties.  The EA [ails to consider how the presence of an active
radivactive production plant will affect the ecenomics of recreation at the Guntersville State Park

19(cont'd),

7(cont'd)

20/10.02

21/11.07

22/13.03
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Commentor No. 16: Leigh Haynie forwild Alabama (Cont'd)

and Reservoit. At no point in the EIS is there any discussion of the economics of fishing, hunting,
hiking, wildflowcr viewing, bird watching, horsc back riding or other recrcational uses of these
areas.

There are countless legal requirements to consider the economic impacts of 1his proposed
plant to other nses. Some of these include:

“(B) Identify and develop methods and proccdures, in consultation with the Couneil
on Envirommental Quality cstablished by title 1T of this Aet, which will insure that
presently unquantilied environmentul umenities and values may be given appropriate
consideration in decision making along with economic and technical considerations

»

NEPA Section 102, 42 1.5.C. § 4332,

The analysis pretends that creating an active itium plant where there 18 no activity now has
na adverse effects on recreation. The DOFE has an obligation to disclose these effects. Itis notlegal
10 pretend they do not exist or to ignere them merely because considering them would be “difticalt,”

“Lffects includes ecological (such as the effects on natural resources and on the
companents, structures, and [unctioning ol allecled ecosyslems), agsthelic, historic,
cultural, ecanomic, secial, or health, whether direct, indirect, or cumulative.”

40 C.FR. § 1508.8.

The ID Tearn must contain the expertise necessary to evaluate the cconomic impacts of the
project. Even if the economic impacts of recreation were truly “intangible” and diTicult o address,
the EA suill vannot refuse (v address the issue. Thus, the BA has not provided a legally adequate
economic analysis.

In ¢losing, my client, Wild Alabama, is opposed to the proposed tritium production at
Bellefonte, in pariicular, Wild Alabama is particularly concerned that DOE will focus too heavily
on the potential ¢eonomic benefits from the Hellefante site and will not weigh these benefits with
the significant deercases in land resources, ajr qualily, water quality, ecosystem quality and quality
of lifc issucs. In addition too much emphasis is placed on the lact that TV A announced in 1994 that
Bellefonte would not be complcted as a nuelear plant without a partner. However, ina general sense.
my client finds the EIS is woetully inadequate tor all proposed sites. The DOE sloughs off the

14

22(cont'd)

23/05.26

24/05.16

Commentor No. 16: Leigh Haynie forWwild Alabama (Cont'd)

difficult issues raised by tritium production at Bellefonte. T'c ask the citizens of Jackson County and
north Alabama to trust the DOE that tritium is needed, but that the figures to support that are
classified does not satisfy thc open proccss of NEPA. Tt is also irresponsible to state that an
explosion of the Bellefonte facility is outside of the scope of this E15. Chernobyl is a mere decade
behind us; residents around such facilities need to be informed of the results of such an explosion.
While moral and ethical considerations may be beyond the scope of the DOE s analvsis, issues such
ag life and death, healthy and unhealthy lives, and sale and unsafe water are not beyond the scope.
The facts as DOE presents them are that there will be increase in the quantity of radionuclides to be
released if and/or when an aceident ocewrred; the witium content in the liquid effluent will likely
increase; Lhere will be a likely fncrease in the generalion ol low-leve] radioactive waste, which must
be stored somewhere with plans 1o store on-site; and there is a significant change in potential risks
from proposed tritium production. The EIS completely fails to list and examine mitigation measures
for these increased risks to the sucrounding citizenry.

Besides learning how to make tritium and enjoying the excellent models and drawings, the
EIS glosses over the environmenial issues and Jismisses the significant impacts this proposed project
will have on the surrounding ecosystem, humans and all. At a minimum, DOT must be requirted 1o
do the EIS over apain after the 1esting is completed in the spring of 1999. This EIS is too early.
Until the post-irradiation examination and studies are complered by DOE, no solid and specific
information can he provided. Alter March ol 1997, the TXOT will be able 0 provide specific
information, instead of general surmises. This proposed action will have asignificant impact an the
environment around the Bellefonte facility. To posit there will be no significant adverse impacl
whun 3 kilograms of tritium 15 run through o Gacalily that s 1dled and zappiog no radeoactivily waves
in addition to the creation of low-level radioactive wasle on site iy the heighl of ludicrousness. Wild
Alabama requests the DOE to delay reissuing another Draft EIS until such time as complete tests
have been run on the TPBARS cuzrrently at Watts Bar §.

Please make these comments part of the record. Thank you for your consideration.

Attorney for Wild Alabama

24(cont'd

27/16.01
]|26(cont{d
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Commentor No. 17: Joanne MacNulty

Comments Received via “800" Number

Dhate: Oict. 27, 19599 e

| Mame: Jpanne Mz Fhaly i it

Orpamization: I THIT S

Address: P B 166 TITTT 1
Pocesa, 0 3142R

Phiass #: {970 527552100 ] |

Fax #:

Commbent ¥ T LI

Commant;

I am respanding 1o the rolion of crealing trtium for war m a commezrcial reachor
or & or 3, Watts Bar, Sequayah. and Ballelorta, bn i south, where | used 1o
liwe, | can't tell you strongly encugh what a crazy dea marry of us o0t here Sink
thal i\, mal 1o merdion illegal and counlerproductve 1o lie on eah, You have g
winthan commant rom 8 coiupks of months back, but | undersiand thad the
commaeni pened & aboul up &0 | wanied o go on record of asking you, please
dian't do this thing. Thani you

1/01.09

Commentor No. 18: Monica Blanton

Comments Received via “800" Number

Date: Oct. 27, 1998
Name: Monica Blaton
Organization:

Address: 1629 Berkley Circle

Chattanooga, TN 37405
(423) 756-8237

' Phone #:
Fax #:

Comment #:

Comment;

I'm calling in opposition o the production of tritium at Bellefonte Nuclear Plant. I‘ 1/07.03
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Commentor No. 19: Marita M. Hardesty Commentor No. 120: Eskel Lind

Comments Received via “800" Number Comments Received via “800" Number
Date: | OcL27,1998 7 [ Date: Dt 27, 1598
Name: Marita M, Hardesty o Mame: Eskel Lind i
Organization: o | Urgamizasion: | T T
Address: 1235 Lonesome Pine Road T Al dress: 515 7™ Binem

Kingston Springs, TN 37082 | Seman LYUR CA U5063 1 1]

Phone #: (615) 952-5865 Fhone ¥ S60-103R
Fax #: |Faw @ il
Comment #: ) T | Cemment [
Comment: Usmiienl:

[ am also E-J]hl'@_ on behalf of Ms. Robers, She is also & Sans Cruz resident Irving on
Paul Minrie Avenue. Her phone sumber is 47389110, 'We are both appesing the

developmenl ol tritvem, the production of tritium, in the commercial light water reacter in 1/07.02
Tennesses, We irg againgl thal component which is for the use of muclear weaprs and

I'm calling in regards to the proposal that more tritium be produced in eivilian reactors. 1
am against the making of more tritium. 1 understand that the United States is in violation §| 1 /01 04
of treatics that have already been signed about nuclear proliferation and that tritium also '

has a shelf life und 1t decays al about 5% per year. Right now we have in our stockpile 2/02.01 ghso for the impact upses the envirorssen and o the sfety of peaple. | don't like the

enough tritium until the early years of 2000, the 21% century. It is not nceded. [ am : idea of using civilian facilitias o the peodation of tha msterial and 1 doit Bk the w 2/01.09
hoping that the majority of voices in our democracy will tell you that they don't want it 3/23.13 ol that at all. To begin with. . # coeses cancer and it is mog really that concermed abou

and that the meney spenl on this unnecessary situation should be spent towards better ’ the.. .people and [ ihink i is insang %o be doing that to begin with, so ['m makisg my d
causes. Thank you for vour time. enmimient that | am againg this. Pm against the production of tngium in 2 commercial 1(contd)

light wates reactor, TLE., Giondhys
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Commentor No. 121: Joyce Rolce

Comments Received via “800" Number

Thade: Okt 17, 1996 Nl
“Wame: Joyee Rolos

Orgamization:

Adlidrons= Mashwille, TH

Fhone #; (615} 50032 I

Fam #:

Cammend #

Cemment:

This comment is from Bicheed and Joyce Rolos of Brentwenl, Tesnesse:, We ang very
much opposed to the manufacture of it ot TVA Bcilises or within Tennessee, thi
light waber reactor programn, and wamed to express oo opposition o 8. Thank ves

Plegss: contact me i vou have any questions. Bye.

1/07.02

Commentor No. 122: Beverly Charles

Comments Received via “800" Number

Dhabe: et 37, 199K

P o | Beverly Charles
Organization: i

Adddree: 46 EadclifT Foad n

| Spmingleld, 1. 62703

Phanc #: (217} SEE-T350

Fax g

Ui el 83

o i e

1 am calling to make & comment on the production of 1rlium in & commencial light water
reacton, | do nol sor a need for this-~il is & componen for meclear weipors--we are nol o
s and wiz, for sure, don't need 1o be solling it b amyone else. Although many people
mary ek ruly belisve b, | helssve o bt al thiss Factors are a part of what is increasing the
cancer mtes—-having been & wictim of brewn camcer !l | am tharoughly againes this

g of production. Thank you.

1/02.01

2/14.04
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Commentor No. 123: Maggie Colgan

Aodressi: [ a8 Date Updated: [ 1026/98 7:32:30 PN

First Name: Mi: Last Name: Title:

Organization: I

Address:
City:
State or Province: r__-— Postal Code: r—__-_ Country: USA
Work Phone: r_—_ Fax Number: r—_—-

Emall Address: [MACOLGAN?@aaLcom Home Phone: l_-——

Notas:  TSiop this insanilyl!l No CLWR in Tennessee

|| 1/07.02

Commentor No. 124: AleA. Pulsipher

AddressiD: I 50 Data Updated: I 10/27/98 12:04:38 PM

First Name: MI: Last Name: Title:

Ia\ex F— Ipulswpher I

Organization: I

Address: 816 maplehurst park apt #1
City: KNOXVILLE

State or Province: ITN Postal Coda: 137902— Country:  JUSA
Work Phone: I Fax Number: i
Email Address: iAPULSIPH@I_CX.NET Home Phone: I

Notes: [N TRITIGH PRODUCTION 1N CVILIAN FACILITIESL END ALL PRODUGTION OF NUCLEAR WEAPONS
NOW!

1/01.09 2/01.01
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Commentor No. 125: Wiam W. Howell

AddressiD: I 51 Date Updated: l 10/27/98 1004333 PM

First Name: MI: Last Name: Title:

mam [W_- lHoweII r

Organization: I

Address; 1007 Stonewall Drive
City: Nashville

State or Province: |TN Paostal Cade: |37220- Country: ISA
Work Phone: |615—297—2265 Fax Number: |615—385-2503

Email Address: |wwhuwe\l@earlh{ink.net Home Phone: IE15—269—4532

Commentor No. 126: Justin.RMIson

STATE OF TENNESSEE

Notes:  Fiyaving read the summary of the Final Programmatic Environmental Impacl Statement

for Stockpile Stewardship and Management, | am amazed that the propesal was not
labandoned a long time ago. With the Cold War over and nuclear stokpiles being 1/0201
reduced, wherg is the justification for maintaining a stockpile? Why dan't we

just dismantle the weapons as the components age and deteriorate? | don't want
my tax dollars squandered on this beondoggle

I‘ 2/23.13

DoN SuNDgQUIST
GOVERNOR

Gcteber 27, 1998

Mr. Stephen M. Sohinki, Director
CLWR Project Office

U.8. Department of Energy

P.O. Box 44539

Washington, DC  20026-4539

Dear Mr. Sohinke:

As the Governor’s Lead Contaet for State of Tennessce National Environmental Policy Act
{NEPA} reviews, ] am providing comments in response to the U.S. Department of Energy -
Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the Production of Tritium in Cemmercial Light
Water Reactor, DOE/EIS - 0288D dated August 1998, The attached comments from state
agencies Tepresent the complete and official response of the State of Tennessce. These comments
are limited to the scope of study appropriate for the aforementioned document. Please give these
comments your full consideration as well as all comments presented by concerned citizens at your
public meetings

The State firmly supports the malnterance of our national security. The proposed actions appear
to further that goal without compromising the health and safety of Tennessee citizens ot the
protection of State resources

The State makes the following comments:

1} The Departmant of Energy (DOE) shoutd consider a specification that commercial reactors
producing tritium be operated at a level appropriate for efficient power production, not a level
that maximizes tritium production. Since risk of exposure is greatest during fuel rod
replacement or Lransportation of spent nuclear fuel, this would minimize risks of accidental
exposure. Operating the reactor at an inefficient level for power production increases the rate
of fuel consumption, thereby increasing both the rate at which fuel rods are changed and the
amount of spent nuclear fuel that must be transported and disposed. In addition, the E15 did
not evaluated the operation of Bellefonte for maximum power efficiency as it did for Watls
Bar and Sequoyah. The DOE should provide this analysis if it intends to produce tritium at
Bellefonte

2) The document should explain whether operational limits for a plant would be changed to
produce tritium and whether those changes might affect National Pollution Discharge
Elimination System (NPDES) permits undear which that plant now operates

State Capiltol, Nashville, Tennessee 37243-0001
Telephone No. (615) 741-2001

1/14.06

2/14.15

3/11.02
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Commentor No. 126: Justin.RMison (Cont'd)

Mr. Stephen M. Sohinki

Page 2

October 27, 1998

3) The DOE should consider background and downstrcam menitoring of thesc facilitics. I| 4/11.03

‘We appreciate the opportunity to comment and will respond 1o additiona! opportunitics in the
futore. 1If you have any questions, please contact our staff policy analyst at 615/532-4968 (fax
615/532-0740),

f'\\
\ ‘\Sincerely,

\ _/'(
N

Justin P. Wilson

“
J

Deputy Governar for Policy

JPW/emw

cc: Mr. Millon H. Hamilton, Jr., Commissioner
NEPA coordination file/Mr. Dodd Galbreath
State NEPA Contacts

Mr. James Chardos, Tennessee Valley Authority

Commentor No. 127: Earl C. Leming

STATE OF TEMNEESEE
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENT AND CONSERVATION
DOE GVERSIGHT DIVISION
761 EMORY YALLEY ROAD
OAK RIDGE, TENNESSEE 37830-7072

October 5, 1998

L'S Depariment of Lnergy

Commercial Light Water Reactor Project Office
Attn: Mr. Stephen Sohinki

PO Box 44539

Washington, DL 20020-4339

Dear Mr. Schinki

U.S. Department of Energy - Draft Ervironmental Impact Stalement for the
Production of Tritium in a Commercial Light Water Reactor, DOE/ELS-0288D
dated August 1998

The Tennessee Department of Emvironment and Conservation. DOE Oversight Division
{TDEC DOE-(}) has reviewed the above Draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS). The
subject EIS was reviewed in accordance with the requirements of the National Environmental
Policy Act (NEPA) and associated implementing regulations 40 CFR 1500, 1508, and 10 CTR
1021 as implemented.

The productien of titium at Sequoyah andfor Watts Bar and/or Bellefonte nuclear plants as
described in the subject ELS docs not appear 1o create a significant risk to the environment or
human heaith, provided tritium production is at a level that allows efficient power production
Less efficient power production would result in additional spent nuclear fuel (SNI7} with
assceisted cavirunmental and transportation nisks. After review of the subject document, the
Division offers the following comments for your consideration:

o The option of simultanecusly burning mixed oxide (MOX) fuel and producing tritivin in the
same reactor was not discussed in the EES. The EIS should explain why this option was not
included.

s The Mational Environmental Policy Act (NEPA} does not specifically require cost analyses,
however, due to extremely mportant and complex socioeconomic factors associated with
the tritium production project, the EIS should include a complete cost analyses

s If tritium is produced at levels that increase reactor fuel consumption, the EIS should
clarify who owns the additional SNF and who will pay for its eventual treatment, storage,
and disposal.

1/14.15

2/04.04

3/23.16

4/17.08
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Commentor No. 127: Earl C. Leming (Cont'd)

The following request was made in the State’s comments on the Notice of Intent (letter from
J.P. Wilson to §.M. Sohmnki dated March &, 1998, with allached letrer from E.C. Leming to
$.M. Sohinki dated March 6, 1998). Wc again request that following data be provided (o this
office for review.

.

‘Envirgnmental mpacts and Safety
Provide to the State and interested stakeholders the TVA sampling data from the primary

coolant at the Watts Bar Pilot Project (both before) and during actual production of tritium,
Send the data as it becomes available. Measurements of H-3 in particular should be provided.
Since the tritium-preducing burnable absorber rods (TPBARSs) contain different materials than
standard BARs, other relevant neutron activation products should be inchided in the data.
Supply enough reference data to facilitate evaluation. Supply detection limits and bounding
statistics,”

Sincerely

Earl C. Leming —
Director

5/19.13

Commentor No. 128: Joelle Key

STATE OF TENNESSEE
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENT AND CONSERVATION

Divisioh of Radiological Heatth

" 3rd Floor, L & C Annex

401 Church Street
Nashville, TN 37243-1532
615-532-0399

INTERNET: |kay@mail state.mus

Qctober 26, 1998

U5, Depaciment of Energy

Commerciat Light Water Reactar Project Office
Altn: Mr. Stephen Sohinki

P.O. Box 44539

‘Washington, D.C 200264538

Dear Mr. Sahinki:

Thank you for tha oppartunity 1 review the Draft Environmental impast Statement for the Production for
Trtium in a Commercial Light Water Reactor. We have the following comments about this documant.

1) Thie TPBARS being tested at Watts Bar wiil nct be removed until 1899, and yet the decision of which
technalogy is going ta be used is going to be made by the end of 1898  is it reasonable © make this
decision teforg concliiding the test at Watts Bar? If this decigion can te mada without this information, then
thare wae no reason for the tast to be run,

2) Tha production of #ftium in 2 reactor will cause a significant increase in the amount of tritium in the
cooclent. The presentation of material in this report Implies thak the increase in the quantity of {ritium is not
significant, Section § compares the amount of iritiurn released annually under normai operations and the
‘amount predicted with tetium being produced. On page 5-5 the comperison [ made for gasesus emissions:
In. this exampie. it i stated that under normal conditlons .8 Gi of tritum is released annually. Witn 1,000
TPBARSs in the reattor, a reiease of 1,655.6 Ci of tstium is pradicted  The foolhole states that 1,550 Ci of
this comes from the uniikely condition that 2 of the TPEARs fail Even if nene of the TPBARS fail, 1,55¢ Ci
frerm.1,856.5 Gi lagves 100 mons Ci ralsased when titum is being proguced. This is aimast 20 times as
much tritium than is currantly releasad from the commercial reactor. The same comparisans can bs made
for liouia efftuents on page 5-8, with the increase being threefold. The dose assessment for these raleases
does show that they are well within federal guideiines, but the Increase in e amount of tritium taing
relaase is significant shouid not be treated as if i is insignificant,

Sincerely
T
Ca

Juetie Kay
Heasith Physicist

1/05.10

2/14.16
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Commentor No. 129: Robert L. Fosteir.

STATE OF TENNESSEE
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENT AND CONSERVATION

o T o SHPLY et
Noo e Fenmessee 31745 1549

October 26, 1993

U. 8. Department of Eneray

con&nercia]. Tight Wacer Reactor Project Tffice
Attn: WMr, Staphen Sohiwki

P. O. Box 44%39 )

washingteon, D, €. 20026-4529

Re: U. 8. Departpent of Bnergy - braft Epvizonmantal Impacst Statament
for the Production of Tritius 4in 2 Commercial Light Water Reactor,
poC/EIE-0268D dated Auguet 1§98

Dear Mr. Sohinki:

The Tennessee Departmert of Envirenment and Conservation, Divisich of

Water Supply has reviewed the draft eavironmentas  1mpact statement

(EIS}. The Divieisn of Water Supply ciffers the following comments for
your consideration:

¢ Tha prnposed.'impact sratement could be atrengthened ky requiring
A, DOE and DOD to fund bRackground and downstream tritiwm
momitering at puklic wabter syetem intakes that could poteatially be
impactad Ly the productien of tritiaw. sample coptainers should
alsc be prepositioned for use in cage of an aceidental relsase of
tritium by nuclear plaants. The data generated by the monitoring
should routinely be made available to the atate &nd to ths water
systems for inclusion in consumer confidence reparts along with a
simple sxplanagion anticipated’ health affects of the ingestion of
tritium ag the coneentrationa found in water at the intake.

Thank y¢u for the opportunity te ¢omment.
S.incnrely

Robert L. Foster, f

Daputy Director

RLF/rlf

1/11.03

Commentor No. 130: Christopher.Hurner

Date Updated: I 10/28/98 5.19:48 FM

AddressID:

=

First Mame: M: Last Name: Title:

Organization: l

Address: 3056 Bowling Green Dr.

City: [Walnut Cresk

ICA Postal Code: I945_98— Country: JUSA
I Fax Number: I

Email Address: Icapedﬁ@aul.uom

State or Provinge:

Work Phone:

Home Phona: (925)937-6586

Notes: i Just wished to express my thanks fo all the members of the CLWR project for doing such impartant work in

the development of tritium production. many more feel the same way | do. Thanks

|| 1/07.02
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Commentor No. 131: Judi Kazanas

4

r

LOR PROJE

I WATER REAC

LL.LAV L Jrru
O {

COMMERCIAL LIGH

The Department of Energy is interested in your comments on the Draft Environmental Impact
Statement for the Production of Tritium in a Commercial Light Water Reactor.

There are several ways 10 provide comments on this document and these inclnde:

ztiending pubiic meetings and giving your = faxing your comments 10 1-800-631-0612
comments directly to DOE officials commenting via the World Wide Web site:
« returning this comment form to the http:iwww.dp.doe.gov/dp-62

registration desk at the meeting calling toll-free and leaving your comments
= returning this comment form or cther written via veice mail, 1-800-332-0801
comments to the address on the back

C 1'?»«“\;{ \Su_.\gfo('t q(eﬂ- g\)ru&mc&?on n'g '&r.‘#mw fro ﬂj

|1

sﬁg !&l\mﬁg‘g hu-c.\ggc Eu i fl'_;_u&\:lwgg& &me- Sgg;g 5;%

[ ) y [ .qj
< G, X b -
[ X esne b e &
T AN - Sk
s A 1
\ e 5 5 !

‘Thank you for your input. Please use additional sheets if necessary and attack them to this form.

Name: ___yod, Bavan (optional)
Organization:

Address: _5780 | aual Ride R4

City: _C bofanasra, _ State; _“T™ Zip Code: _37:+ib

Work phone: Home phone: 4533  3wi-1131

Fax:

E-Mail Address: __iYeazanas @ aol . con

498

1/07.03

Commentor No. 132: Madeline Duckles

Women’s International League for Peace and Freedom
: United States Section
1213 Race Street, Phitadelphia, PA 19107-1691
(215) 5637110 » (215) 563-5527 (FAX)

Barkeloy-East Bay Branch
P.C. Box 5676, Berkelay 94705
510-845-3737
Octoher 26, 1998

DRAFT ENYIROWMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT
for the
PRODUCTION OF TRITIUM IN A {OMMERCIAL LIGHT WATER REACTOR

Using commercial reactdrs to produce tritium has serious environmental and
public health impacts, Tritium is extraordinarily difficult to contain. .
Elevated tritfum lovels have already been found in the air and water around
reactor sités. Far from harmiess, tritium contamination has been associated
with a varfety of public health problems including birth defects and cancers.

In December 1991 coolant contaminated with tritium leaked inte the Savannah
River from a D.0.E. reactor, As a resylt, indystrial and residential water
plants in Georgia and South Carolina were closed for an undetermined pericd.

We do not believe.these concerns have been adefuately addressed in the
subject E.I.S. ’

Women's International League far Peace and Freedom is very concerned that
plans to produce nuclear weapons materials such as tritium in commercial
reactors will do irreparable damage to non-proliferation goals. Until

now the U.S. has maintained & clear distinction between weapons work and
cammereial programs, and ft has tried to persuade other nations to do the
same. VYiolating this Tong-standing policy would set a dangerous precedent
warldwide.

Since no country poses a credible military threat to the Y.S. and the
Start ] Treaty has been ratified by the U.S. Senate, there is na urgent
requirement for more tritium than can be obtained from the scheduled
dismantling of our nuclear weapons arsenal.

India and Pakistan have burst inte the international scene with their recent
nuclear tests and have thus joined the acknowledged nuciear powers {U.S.,
Great Britain, France, Russta and China}. Israel is known to possess
nuclear weapons, and Iran is appreoaching nuclear capability.

Other countries possess nuélear power plants. [t would be irresponsible,
ta say the least, for the U.5. to lead the way to using cammercial reactors
far. weapons purposes.

WOMEN'S INTERNATIONAL LEAGUE FOR PEACE AND FREEDOM.
Berkelgy-East Bay Branch

’ [ g: , ’
eI ST Y <
m@ﬁé%ﬁes, Chairjél

1/14.04

2/08.02

3/01.04

4/02.02

3(cont'd)

5/01.09
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Incorporated 1890

Commentor No. 133: Mayor Glenda H. Hodges

t%wﬁ/‘_ryf HWpodpdle

P.0). Box @4 « 26 Venson Swreet
Woodville, Alabama 35776
(205) 7762860
Fax: (208) 776-2796

Ociober 2, 1998

LS, Bepartmcui of Energy

Commercial Light Water Reactor Praject Office
ATTN: Mr. Stephen Sohinki

PO Box 44539

Washington, ILC. 20026-4539

Drear Kir. Solunki:

in February 1995, {he Woodville Towa Council adopted a resolution in
support of the production of tritium at the Beilfonic Nuclear Plant, and our position
has not changed.

We believe that the preduction of tritium at Beileivnie poses no danger to the
public amd we feel confident thai tive plant can be operated in a compleiely safe
manAper.

Since the production of tritium by the Commercial Lighil Water Reaetor 1/07.03
method can be accomplished as a by-product of preduciive of cicetricity, udiiization
of the Beilefonte Plant seems to be the mosi feasible and logical choice to produce
the trifium needed for cur national defense.  North Alabama is proud of the
conlribuliogs diade aud conlinuee to be made te our pativa's mililary programs.

Also, atilizaiion of ihe Beiictonte Plant would provide an economic boosi
an economic depressed area of our sizie. Therefsre, for the above ressons, we
continue fo offer our suppart.

Sincerely,

Glenda H. Hodges,

Flayur

Commentor No. 134: Randy Horton

Comments Received via “800" Number

= (er. 30, | 998
Mami Fanmdy Horlon il
Orgamizaiion: TIITTH

“Address: 143 Falrhill Diive TTTTTE

Wil muagres, DE

"Fhone #: I02-234-7R 4 nnnm
Fax ¥

T Camment ¥: TN

Commani:

I'm calling i support of the DOE proposal fo open the Beldlefonte Muclsar Plant
Thigank wou o0 your suppo

” 1/07.03
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Commentor No. 135: Colleen Lancaster

COMMENT FORM

MWNMHMHMWMMM&MIW
Eptermest for the Production af Trifiss in o Commennial Light Warr Bracios

Theere aere several warys 1o provide comrements on this decirmeal and theie include:

+  Eaniig wodlr Dodsmesi o |-800-631-061T
stpeiferewdp doe. gowidp-62

+ calBag woll-fee and leaving yoer comsenty
el von madl, 1-500-33120601

1/01.09

L TE ST R k. SoapRcd L ki

]

T T

e+ W TR P T

2/04.01

1(cont'd)

Hame: _|[ .u.g|!|f£.|::. o et — opsional)
Cirpanization:

Adidregs: _EhTA E—q'-i ] 2

City: Sm: ThY  DOpCode: = FCE0
L e e e e i L el _
Fax:

B-pelail Auckivess: B lunsdocin B0 IS SO T,

Commentor No. 136: Judith Cumbee
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Commentor No. 136: Judith Cumbee (Cont’'d)
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Commentor No. 136: Judith Cumbee (Cont’'d)

A Resolution Opposing Production of Tritium ai the Alabama Bellefonte Plant
By the Peace-Justice Human Rights Comrnitte of Alabama New South Coalition
October 2, 1998

Whereas, the Department of Energy has prepared a Draft Environmental Impact
Statement on the production of tritium in the TVA reactor at the Alabama Bellefonte
plant;

Whereas, tritium, produced from urarium fission, is used for the trigger of nuclear
weapons and the United States has more than enough fritium to last until 2015 if there
are no more arms control treaties (and if there are, less will be needed);

Whereas, making bomb material in a commercial reactor viclates the Atomic Energy
Act which has always kept comunercial and nuclear power separate for reasons of
safety, security, and nenproliferation;

Whereas, the current course of developing additional radioactive materials for weapo
use is in violation of the Nuclear Nonproliferation Treaty; “1

Whereas, serious safety flaws shut down reactors at the Savannah River Plant which
produced plutonium and tritium,

Whereas, the Savannah River Site is heavily contaminated; carbon steel tanks holding
34 million gailons of radivactive liquid wastes developed leaks; "arsenic, mercury,
tritium and other poisons contaminate site’s ground and surface water (Atlanta
Journal /Constitution 4/18/91);

Whereas, leakage of radioactive tritium and other poisons would cause severe
environmental contamination in Alabama, endangering human and other life systems,
even beyond the immediate site (in 1983 carcinogenic solvents were discovered under
the Savannah River Site in the deep Tuscaloosa aquifer, which flows into Alabama);

Therefore be it resolved that the Peace-Justice-Human Rights Committee of the
Alabama New South Coalition, which was founded on a platform that included
support for a Nuclear Weapons Freeze, generally apposes further production of tritium
and specifically opposes using the Bellefonte plant for such production, and

Be it further resolved that this notice of opposition will be forwarded to Stephen
Sohinki, Director, CLWR Project Office, US Dept. of Energy, PO Box 44539, Washington
DC 20026-4539 [or faxed to 800 631 0612 or sent to hitpy/ /www.dp.doe.gov/dp-62, all
to be marked: "CLWR EIS Comments] and to newspapers in the Scottsboro, Fort Payne,
Huntsville, Anniston, and Birmingham areas.

9(cont'd)

6(cont'd)

3(cont'd)

10/14.04

11/01.01

1| 12/07.03
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Commentor No. 137: Susan Gordon

Alliance for Nuclear Accountability

Member Groups
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revtions
Alingioe, MA

A national alliance of organizations working to address issues
of nuclear weapans production and waste clean-up

October 27, 1998

U.S. Department of Energy

Commercial Light Water Reactor Project Office
Attn: Mr. Stephen Sohinki

PO Box 44539

‘Washington, DC 20026-4539

RE: Comments on the Drafl Environmental Tmpact Statement for
the Production of Tritium in a Commercial Light Water Reactor (Draft
CLWR EIS)

Dear Mr. Schinki:

These comments are submitted by the Alliance for Nuclear Accountability
{ANA). ANA is a national network of more than 30 organizations
working to address issues of nuclear weapons preduction and waste
cleanup. ANA groups have been directly affected by contamination
problems caused by past tritium production as well as effects of nuclear
weapons production.

ANA has two major concerns about the DEIS. First, ANA oppeses any
renewed tritium preduction for nuclesr weapons. Thus, we cppose all of
the alternatives included in the DEIS -- both producing tritium in civilian
reactors, which are the five "reasonable alternatives" discussed, and the
"no action” alternative of preducing tritium in an accelerator. Second,
ANA believes that the DEIS is substantially deficient as a NEPA
document in its analysis of the environmental impacts, in addition to not
discussing all reasonable alternatives,

ANA requests that the DEIS be withdrawn and that no decision be made
10 select a new tritium production source for nuclear weapons,

Regarding the "need" for tritium production, the DEIS does not
demonstrate that any tritium production source is actually needed, and
there has not been a valid and public debate about the size and existence of
the U8 nuclear arsenal. The DEIS's own chart (Figure 8-3) shows that to
maintain the START-I1 Stockpile tritium is not needed until 2016, Under
any START-TI treaty, the need for tritium would be further delayed. The
DEIS uself is contradictery as to the "need.” Section 1.3 3 states that
tritivm “"must be available” by 2005 it 2 commercial light water reactor is

Searrle Office: 1914 North 34th S, #407, Scattke, WA 98103, 20675473175, Fax: 206/547-7138

Washington, DC Office: 1801 18ch St NWL #9.2, Washington, DC 20009, 202/833-4668, Fax: 202/234-9536

1/08.02

2/01.01

3/05.16

2(cont'd)

4/02.01

5/02.02

Commentor No. 137: Susan Gordon (Cont’d)

the source and that tritium "must be available" by 2007 if a linear accelerator is the
sauree.

Any valid DEIS must discuss real alternatives -- such as not having a new tritium
production scurce and maintaining a smaller nuclear arsenal, and complying with the
treaty obligations under Article VI of the Muclear Nonproliferation Treaty to step up the
U.8. commitment to progress on miclear arms reduction.

Regarding environmental impacts, the DEIS does not discuss the history of
environmental and health preblems around DOE tritium production facilities.
Environmental problems, leaks, and accidents that have occurred at other tritium
production sites are reasons that there are currently no U 8. tritium production plants for
ruclear weapons. The DEIS does not discuss how spending billions of dellars on tritium
preduction will divert funding from much-needed cleanup of the nuclear weapons
complex.

The discussion of environmental impacts in the DEIS is also flawed. The DEIS does not
fully describe that tritium-producing burnable absorber rods (TPBARS) is a new
technology, so there are great uncertainties in their use, including the actual leakage rate
(which could be much larger than the 1 curie per year estimate used on page C-19) and
the environmental effects of handling, storing, and transporting them. The DEIS does not
discuss the fact that there is no disposal site for spent. fuel, sc that the environmental
effects of tritium production could include centuries of on-site spent fuel storage at
commercial reactor site(s).

The DEIS also does not adequately discuss environmental jusiice issues. For example,
the DEIS does not fully describe and discuss the impacts on low-income and minority
populations living in close proximity (less than 15 miles) from some of the commercial
reactor sites, Environmental impacts are diluted by the DEIS's usage of a 50-mile radius,
when water and air contamination problems could be concentrated in areas in proximity
to reactor sites.

Thank vou for your careful consideration of these comments.

R Gt

Yours truly,
<

T Lt
Susan Gordon
Director

5(cont’d)

6/01.04

1(cont'd)
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Commentor No. 138: Linda King
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Commentor No. 138: Linda King (Cont'd)

gﬂrﬂa/ aite) ?/Lut?f,' L At s KT
Lﬂ&sﬂ'w,/
Viewtt et Atac L fol gTaTe . He
4-’2-62)’14/ y AT
\J oy AT el o av LA
u.»t,r%r;tixf_/ Y, P o /;71_7‘ u“ftﬁ»(/ﬁ'wt-e_/ P
%ﬁ&&w’ ?wc/‘ C'_.-&-n«ﬂ,r_é(ﬂ— oA tn Fa
/Wc/af LW)?/&@ Ho s Ahe AT e

ok
R A »

;

2(cont'd)

1(cont'd)

101089y Jarepn 1YBIT [RI0IBWILWOD © Ul WNNLL JO UONINPpoId 8yl 4o} Juawalels 1oedw| [eluswuoliAug [eulq



€0T-¢

fro:

Commentor No. 139: Joseph. Imhof
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1/10.03

Commentor No. 139: Joseph A. Imhof (Cont’d)

@

Spatrgpue Fen.  JITSELF m}.M/. .

——r

Candet™ SUPIAT THIS LRrROTEST, I

RE-CommeN) Thé “No sefjon?
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WARNT THtS PReJBeY,
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1(cont'd)
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Commentor No. 139: Joseph A. Imhof (Cont'd)
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Commentor No. 140: Robert E. Eigelsbach

IRON WORKERS" -0

g
2715 BELLE ARBOR AVENUE 2 § CHATTANOOGA, TENNESSEE 37406
g =
MELVIN L BREWER 423/32@,@1, 276222112
Business Manager K4 Pl 5 CKOQ\
; ;
%‘1”5‘:‘ AL KD e

October 28, 1998

Mr. Bill Richardson

U.5. Department of Energy

Commercial Light Water Reactor Project Qffice
PO Box 44539

Washington, DC 20026-453%

Dear Mr. Richardson:

I would like to take this opportunity to thank you on behalf of

our entire membership for your visit and reception at Bellefonte
Nuclear Plant regarding the Tritium Project under consideration

at the site.

Qur membership believes that tritium production is essential for
the defense of this great nation we live in, But as I mentioned
in our brief conversation, that as builders by profession, this
plant still remains as "unfinished business" to a large
percentage of our membership who has worked there at one time or
ancther. I myself started a career as an Iron Worker over 20
years agd at Bellefonte Nuclear Plant, as we all have grown and
progressed over the years this plant continues to remain idie.

1/07.03

Again on behalf of our membership, we urge you to select this
site so our blood, sweat and tears that we as builders put in
this project will not be for nething.

Wl

Robert E. Eigelsbach
Assistant Business Manager
Iren Workers Local Union 704

Yours truly

REE:cjc
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Commentor No. 141: Mike Woszyn

Comments Received via “800" Number

(RET Mov. 1. THE

Name: Tike Waloszyn I

'I:I"rglulullun.:

Address: TID TRTTI
Phissse d: AN2-432-1344 1

Fax )

Comment 8: | [ i
Commend;

MWy wile and my dither-in-low both live in the Scottshoro area and | st woansed 1o 12l
¥oul that | suppont e Bellefonie uml and verybody there that 1've ialked 1o belirves thai
i is & safe wwe for the srea. 18 would be & good plus for the ezonomy and it makes
eonomic sense 10 use thal facility insiead of bullding one from scemch, The henefits Tor
e averngn Amancan xpayer are encrmous and once again, [ fully suppan the use of
s Tazility. Thank vou

1/07.04

2/23.13

Commentor No. 142: James H. Lee

United States Department of the Interior

OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY
OFFICE OF ENVIRONMENTAL POLICY AND COMPLIANCE
Richard B. Russell Foderal Bullding
75 Spring Sireet, 8.W.
Atlanta, Georgia 30303

September 29, 1958
FR-98/546

U.S8. Department of Energy

Commercial Light Water Reactor Project Office
Attention: Mr. Stephen Schinki

P.O. Box 44539

Washinaton, D.C. 20026

RE: DEIS for the Production of Tritium in a Commercial Light
Water Reactor

Dear Mr. Sohinki:

The Department of the Interior has reviewed the referenced Draft
Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) and offers the following
comnments.

The DEIS discusses the impacts associated with the production of
tritium in exieting Commercial Light Water Rectors owned by the
Tennessee Valley Authority (TVA). The installations being
considered are the Watts Bar Unit 1, in Rhea County, TN; Sequoyah
Units I and 2, Hamilton County, TN; and Bellefonte Units I and 2,
Jackson County, AL. The proposed tritium production will not
involve new construction or significant increases in tritium
discharges beyond those already permitted in the Tennessee River.
The Fish and Wildlife Service previcusly provided a current list of
federally threatened and endangered species which occur in the
area., The DEIS incorporated consideration of impacts to those
speciss ‘znd concludad the opsration would wet adversaly impact
those species. The Fish and Wildlife Service does not anticipate
adverse effects to listed species from the proposal. TVA is
committed to an extensive environmental monitoring program which
would be conducted during operations. Should the monitoring
indicate an adverse impact on listed species, TVA would immediately
initiate consultation with the Fish and Wildlife Service regarding
those impacts.

Please contact me at 404-331-4524 if you should have any gquestions.

Sincerely,
- - R
o e I ’
Pl e

# James H. Lee
/ Regional Environmental Officer

1/14.06
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Commentor No. 143: Heinz J. Mueller

UNITED STATES ENVIRONMENTAL PROTECTION AGENCY
REGION 4
ATLANTA FEDERAL CENTER

O
¥ agenct

o o 61 FORSYTH STREET
" e ATLANTA, GEDHGIA 20303-8960
Qctober 27, 1998
4EADTkm

Mr. Stephen Sohinki

U.S. Department of Energy

Commereial Light Warer Reactor Project Office
P.O. Box 44539

Washingron, D.C. 2006-4539

SUBJECT: Dmafi Environmentai [ropact Staternent {DOE/EIS-0288D) for the
Production of Tritium in ¢ Commercial Light Water Reactor

Dcar Mr. Sobinki:

We reviewed the subject Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) in accordance
with Section 102(2)(C) of the Nationzl Environmental Policy Act (NEPA) and Section 309 of the
Clean Air Act. The proposed action s to obtain irradiation services from one or more
Comumnercial Light Water Reactors (CLWRs) to provide tritium in sufficient quantities to support
the gation’s nuclear weapoas stockpile requirements.

The proposed action includes fabricating witium-producing burnable absorber rods
(TPBARSs) at 2 cornmercial facility; irradiation of the TPBARS at one or more of five operating or
partially constructed TVA nuclear reactors; the possible completion of TVA's puclear reactors;
transportation of non-irradiated TPBARS from the fabrication facility to the reactor sites,
irtadiating TPBARS in the reactors and transporting irradiated matenials from the reactors to a
tritium extraction facility that DOE would establish at the Savannah River Site in South Carolina;
and mapagement of spent nuclear fuel and low-level radicactive waste. Overall, the DEIS is
comprehensive and detailed, The Summary docurnent provides a coacise synopsis. Qur
comments ont the DEIS are attached.

EPA has envirounental coocems about the projeet; in particular, the Final EIS should
provide more detailed information about the comparative costs of the tritium production
alternatives, processes, and potential cnvironmental impacts.

Intamel Address (URL) = hitp:ffwww.apa.gav
Facycisd/Aacyclable » Primwe wih Vagatable Uil Based s on Aegycied Paper (Mifemum 25% Forlcunsuimet]

” 1/23.16

Commentor No. 143: Heinz J. Mueller (Cont'd)

Thack you for the opportunity to review this DEIS. Bascd o our review, we rate the
DEIS “EC-2", that is, we have environmental concetns aboul the project, and maore information 15
needed 1o fully sssess the impacts. If you have questions, piease contact Ramona McCenpey of
my staff at (404) 562-9615,

Sincerely,
%) &' :j‘f'l‘ﬁwu U&\/

Heinz J. Mugtler, Chief
Office of Euvironmental Assessment

Atchmeat
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Commentor No. 143: Heinz J. Mueller (Cont'd) Commentor No. 143: Heinz J. Mueller (Cont'd)

Cormimweants for
Deaft Evvitenuneotal Impact Statement (DEIS) for the
Productivn uf Triviem in a Commercial Light Waler Reactor

GENERAL COMMENTS:

1 TXOF should be explicit copcerning the costs arsosioted with initiwm prodvetion at sach TV A plant ,
considered. Plense provide a comparisor of enginzering requiremearts and costs associsted with veing | | 1(cont’d)
existipg fCavturs vs. use of » pow reactar

2. The completion of Bellefonte Nuclear Plani(s) should be a separate EIS. Lialess solely used for
tritium production, this EIS shotld hot suffiee a8 # Aual one for the completion and commorcial 2/05.06
operation of the Bellefonte plant(s)

3. Thata frara the fionl report from the (est phase currently ongeing at Watty Bar should be roviewed
and apafyzed beforc a final EXS i3 completed for this CLWE project. Uncertaicties related to burnup, 3/05.10

reuctor physics, and othet factors saovld be more adequately assessed by DOE ar that time
phy quately by P.A-12, 1s Pamgraph: The text does uot po into any detail sbout the differonces SCIWBSE Lsing

4. WAl the emissions from the witium produced be covercd under e Clesa Air Aet - TPBARs instead of buzpable poison rods. Is this discussed elsewhere? If so, it shouid be referenced | ‘ 9/19.11
NESHAP-Radiouclides {10 CFR 61, subpart H]? Although » minor contributor to the air emissions | 4/11.05 here. 1f cot, please provide morc detail.
ifromn & Muclear Plaot, novertheloss thy tritfun is owoed by DOR,

FEC I COMMENTS,

P12, Bepi 5 1.2 Please provide the report thot discusses the findings or lessons learned from the 3 d
Y ond Test Assembly demonstration. When will thie post-ioradiation exam be copducrod? I‘ (cont'd)

D3-2. Sec b L States the Wilius produced would be chemically bound 1o the “pener” and

extracted only after heating to a high temperature. Is there oo raiease potential of any fonn of titiwn, 5/19.10
such as elementsl or fitivm axide, that contributes 1o the 0.2 mremtvr for 1000 TPBARSs, for .
example? Ts the only tritium added 1o waste and releases related to the nuclear process itselin?

P38, 4th bullet: States that the witium prodastioa “would not be vxposted to affcet the redinlogical ,
condition of the resctor,.™ Will the resuits of the trisi test at Watts Bar provids the adwquate evidence I ‘ 3(cont'd)
tequired to berer predict what wifl happen in the core, the reactor life, efe.? What will be the efect

on the Teactor physies itself? How differant from wiing the regular burnable absorber rods? I | 6/24.15

£.5-99_Sec,5.2.7, What is the cumrent 1U-235 carichment, 4.0%7 Why would [XOE snpply the higher 124.0
enriched urativm, asid oot the U.S. Enrichment Plants? 1s it because of the vranium syrplus st DOE? I ‘ 7/24.04

Al the et states that the envirearnoctal mpacts “would be minimal” From inereaging the enriched
yranfarn use in the ceactor. How does This compare with the H-3, in liquid/air releases? DOE should || 8/14.17
quantify 1ais statement.
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Commentor No. 144: Anonymous (5)

Comments Received via “800" Number

Date: Nov 13, 1998

Name: Unknown

Organization:

Address: "North Alabama" 1
Phone #: ]
Fax #:

Comment #:

Comment:

I am a citizen of North Alabama. [ do not want the publicity, [ am not in favor of a
tritium plant in Jackson County. Thank you.

” 1/07.03

Commentor No. 145: Herbert L. Harper

TENNESSEE HISTORICAL COMMISSION
DEPARTMENT OF ENVIRONMENT AND CONSERVATION
2941 LEBANON ROAD
NASHVILLE, TN 97243-0442
{615) 5321550

September 1, 1998

Mr. Stephen M, Sohinki
Office of Reconfiguration
Department of Energy
Washington. DC 20585

RE: DOE. TRITIUM/COMMERCIAL LIGHT WATER. UNINCORPORATED. MULTI COLINTY
Dear Mr, Schinki;

The Tennessee State Historic Preservation Office has reviewed the above-referenced undertaking received on
Tuesday. August 25. 1998 for compliance by the participating federal agency or applicant for federal assistance
with Section 106 of the National Historic Preservation Act. The Advisory Council on Historic Preservation
has codified procedures for implementing Section 106 of the Act at 36 CFR 800 (51 FR 31115. September 2.
1986).

After considering the documentation submitted. it is our opinion that the undertaking will have no effect upon
National Register of Historic Places listed or eligible propenties. This detenmination is made either because of
the location. scope and/or nature of the undertaking. and/or because of the size of the area of potential effect: or
because no listed or eligible properties exist in the area of potential effect: or because the undertaking will noi
aller any characteristics of an identified eligible or listed propenty that qualify the property for listing in the
National Register or alter such property's location, setting or use. Therefore. this office has no objections o
your procecding with the project.

If you are spplying for federal funds. license or permit, you should submit this letter as evidence of
compliance with Section 106 to the appropnate federal agency, which. in turn, should contact this office as
required by 36 CFR 800, I you represent a federal agency. you should submit a formal determination to this
office for comment. You may direct questions or comments to Joe Gatrison (615)532-1559. This office
appreciates your cooperation, )

Sincerely,

4 I
NIV Nt ..‘/‘-7%\,
Herbert L. Harper
Executive Director and

Deputy State Historie
Preservation Officer

HLH{ye

1/14.06
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Commentor No. 146: Mary Lou Blazek

Department of Consumer and Business Services
Office of Energy

625 Marion 5t. NE, Suite 1

Salem, OR 97301-3742

Phone: (503) 378-4040

Toll Free: 1-800-221-8035

FAX: (503) 373-7806

Web sile: www.chs.state.orus/external fooe/

25 Oregon

Jolut A. Knahaber M1, Gevemor

October 3. 1998

Mr. Jay Rose

Office of Defense Programs

US Department of Encrey

1000 Independence Avenue, SW
Washington. DC 20585

Rer Oregon Office of Lnergy’s comments on the Drafl Eovironmental lmpact Statement for
the Production of Tritium in a Commmercial Light Water Reactor.

Dear Mr. Rose,

Thank you for the apportunity to comment on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the
Production of Tritium in a Commercial Light Water Reactor (CLWR EI8). Tritium production
is & subject Oregonians have strong feelings about. Our most urgent concerns are:

The CLWR EIS mentions numerous times that production of tritium in a commercial light water
reactor may result in more spent fuel. As also detailed in the CLWR LIS, this fuel will have
higher enrichments and lower burnup than fuel currently discharged to the spent fuel pools and
thus will have higher reactivity. The CLWR EIS diseusses in deiall the use of Independent Spent
Fuel Storage Installations (ISFSI). but 1t 15 presumed that some of this more reactive fucl will be 1/17 10
discharged to the facility spent fuel pool. The CLWR LIS contains no discussion of the effects .
of this high reactivity fuel on spent fuel pool design parameters or spent tuel pool or fuel
handling aceidents. We recommend that a detailed analysis of the effects ol this high reactivity
tuel on the various plants” spent fuel pools, and on tuel pool and fuel handling aceident analyses
be done and a discussion of the results included in the CLWR EIS.

There is no discussion of the effect of this high reactivily fuel on the postutaied geologic
repository. Lor example: Since there will be much more spent fuel generaied by this process,
will this affect the capability of the geologic repository to aceept fuel (rom other CLWR? Will 2/17.11
its high reactivity make it incligible for geologic storage or require special handling? These
issues should be evaluated and discussed in the CLWR E18.

Commentor No. 146: Mary Lou Blazek (Cont'd)

Attached are additional specific comments. Sheuld you have any questions, please contact Doug
Lluston of my staff at (503)378-4456.

Sincerely.

P

Wf%x
Mary Lod Blazek
Administrator

Nuclear Safety Division
Oregon Oflice of Energy

[ Ms
Mer
Mr
Mr
Mz

. Domna Powaukee - Nez Peree Tribe
.| R Wilkerson- CTUIR

. Michael Wilson - Washington Ceology
. Douglas Sherwood - EPA

. Russell Jim - Yakama Mation
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Commentor No. 146: Mary Lou Blazek (Cont'd)

Oregon Office of Energy’s comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the
Production of Tritium in & Commercial Light Water Reactor Page 1 of 4.

Section 4.2.1.9 digcusses “eonservative assumptions” used for hoth individual and poputation
exposure times. We recommend that these conservative assumptions be expressly discussed in
the Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the Preduction of Tritium in a Commercial Light
Water Reactor {CLWR E15).

Table 4-10 refers to a footnote Y'c.” Foothote “c” does not exist. It appears that footnote “*d™ is
correct. This table necds to be corrected.

Table 4-11 does not contain any reference to the source of the data in the table. We recommend
that a citation as to the source of the data, for example, exposure records, be included with Table
4-11.

I'he Low Level Radicactive Waste section on page 4-28 implies a difference between the
primary coolant system and the reactor coolant svstent. In reality these are one and the same
system. We recommend that consistent terminology be used in this seetion.

Section 4.2.2.1 refers o Chickamauga Lake. Figure 4-7 refers to Chickamauga Reservoir. These
references need to be consistent.

The Aquatic Resources Section on page 4-42 discusses a decline in the native mussel population
but does not discuss a suspecled cause, We recommend that this suspected cause be included in
this section.

The discussions of socioeconomic impact are very inconsistent between sites. These discussions
necd to be to the same level of detail for each site.

The first assumption listed in Section 5.1.2 is not an assumption; it’s a statement concerning the
conservatism of the model used. Move this statement from the list of assumptions up into the
paragraph. which precedes the list ol assumplions.

The statement in the fourth assumption of Scetion 5.1.2 that experience with boron burnable
absorber rods bounds what would be expected from Tritium Production Burmnable Absorber Rods
{TPBAR) needs more amplification. There are several types of boron burnable absorber rods
with different materials of construction. The number of boron burnable peison reds instalied in a
core is much less than the possible number of TPBARSs that would be installed for tritium
production.

Section 5.2.1.1 under Land Use slates no additional Tand would be disturbed a1 Watt's Bar to
prepare for tritium production but then goes on 1e discuss construction of a dry cask spent
nuclear fuel storage facility at the site. We recommend that the first sentence be moditied to
acknowledge the possible construction of a dry cask spent nuclear fuel storage facility.

3/14.18

4/24.12

5/24.16

4(cont'd)

6/12.06

7/13.04

8/24.17

9/19.01

4(cont'd)

Commentor No. 146: Mary Lou Blazek (Cont'd)

Oregon Office of Energy’s comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the
Production of Tritium in a Commercial Light Water Reactor Page 2 of 4.

Section 5.2.1.9.1 makes the statement no new facilities would be constructed to support tritium
production at Watt's Bar. Construction of a dry cask spent nuclear fuel storage facility
constitutes new facilitics. We recommend that this possibility be acknowledged in any
discussion of construction impacts in the CLWR FIS.

Section 5.2.1.9.2 under Radiological [mpacts states assessment of dose and associated cancer
risk to the non-invalved worker is not applicable (or beyond-design-basis accidents. The
ratignales given following this stalement are of dubious validity. The assumption of a slow
moving accident s not a general case; many scenarios of fast moving beyond basis accidents
exist. Further, the statement is made that the public within 10 miles would have been evacuated.
This cvacuation would net occur immediately and would most likely take hours 1o accomplish.
We recommend that dose and associated cancer risk be evaluated for the non-involved worker.

Table 3-6 presents risk increments associated with various accidents, and the paragraph
following this table describes these numbers s the actual risk. Terminology should be
consistent between narratives and tables.

The statement on page 5-39 that studies of natural drafl cooling towers in England approximate
the performance of natural draft cooling towers in the southern US needs amplification. There
arc signiticant climate differences between these two areas.

Footnote *e” to Table 5-22 appears redundant.
The footnotes associated with Table 5-29 are out ol synch with the wable.

Table 5-30 does not include health risks to workers. The assumption that administrative
controls will completely protect workers is unrealistic. The Oregon Office of Energy
recommends that as a minimum, historical exposures for workers in similar processes, with
administrative controls in place, be reviewed and the risks then extrapolated.

Table 5-32 assumes mean (50%) metcorological conditions to the maximally exposed offsite
individual. We recommend that worst case credible meteorological conditions be used te bound
the risks.

Table 5-32 does not give units for the data presented. We recormmend these units be provided in
the tabie.

Table 5-38, Uranium Fuel Cycle and Waste Management entry discusses only transportation.
Issues associated with additional on-site storage capacity for spent tucl should also be discussed.

4(cont'd)

10/15.09

11/15.10

12/11.06

4(cont'd)

13/14.01

14/15.11

15/24.20

16/17.12
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Commentor No. 146: Mary Lou Blazek (Cont'd)

Oregon Office of Energy’s comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the
Production of Tritium in a Commercial Light Water Reactor Page 3 of 4.

Section 3.2.6, page 5-92 discusses the exposure to a “real” individual.  Information should be I| 17/24.23
included on what is meant by placing the word real in quotes. '

Include the assumptions behind the conservatively estimated dose to a worker from the 18/17.13
Independent Spent Fuel Storage [nstallation (ISFST). (page 5-94, top of the page.) '
Page 5-94, second paragraph states no chemical, biocide or sanitary wastes would be generated
in the operation of the ISFSI. This disagrees with Table 5-41, which implies that small amounts
ol these would be generated. “These two references should be consistent.

19/17.14

Table 5-42, page 5-96. the bottom of the table is cut off.
I . 4(cont'd
The table on the top of page 5-97 has no title, is nol referred Lo anywhere in the text, and ( )
generally contains no useful information. We recommend this table be deleted.

‘The transportation segments discussed in section 5.2.8 (page 5-100) do not include transportation
ol raw malerials to the TPBAR tabrication facility. This phase of transportation sheuld also be
discussed.

20/18.12

The Table 5-46 assumption of a one month refueling outage is optimistic. We recommend that I| 21/14.19
the TV A average refueling outage duration be used in this column. ’
Section 5.2.9 refers te a “baseline tritium preduction CLWR configuration” which it says is
described in Sections 5.2.1 to 5.2.3. These scetiens consider two conditions: 1000 TPBARS and
3400 TPBARS. Table 5-46 identifies the bascline as 3400 TPBARS, but it is not apparent that
this is the baseline assumed in Table 5-47 since some of the “change from baseline” columns for
this case are non-zero. ‘The baseline assumed in this section needs to be stated explicitly, and all
the tables in this section should be checked lor consistency with this baseline.

22/24.18

Tables 5-51 and 5-53 do not consider two reactors operating in the tritium production mode even
though these options arc possible as discussed in Table 3-2. The two reactors in tritium
preduction configuration should be added 1o thesc 1ables,

23/24.13

The following typographical or grammatical crrors were discovered:

Summary. page 6 top of page, second sentence contains a split infinitive — “1o not be..” should be
“notto be...”

Page 3-10, second bullet, fourth sentence, replace “of” with “at” just prior to “a national
repository.”

Page 3-29, Low Level Radioactive Waste Generation, first sentence. Add the word “at” prior to
Bellefonte |.

4(cont'd)

Commentor No. 146: Mary Lou Blazek (Cont'd)

Oregon Office of Energy’s comments on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement for the
Production of Tritium in a Commercial Light Water Reactor Page 4 of 4,

Typographical and grammatical errors {cont.}

Page 4-12, 4-13, the last two full sentences on page 4-12 are repeated on the top of page 4-13.
Page 5-1. Section 5.1, first sentence. Add the word “lo” following the abbreviation CEQ.

Page 3-31, Section 5.2.3.2, second paragraph. first sentence. Add the word “by" following the
phrase “compensated for...”

Page 5-98, last sentence on the page. Insert the word "no” prior to the word “additional.”

Page 5-105, TBAR should be TPBAR

Page 5-105, Section 5.2.10, second sentence. The word “characterizes” should be “comprises.”
Page 5-120, first full paragraph at the top of the page, second sentence. This sentence should be
re-written. A suggestion is “Due to the limited amount of land disturbance, there would be small
impacts.....”

Page C-8. the paragraph following Table C-2. The radiation unit Grey is improperly abbreviated
Cy.

4(cont'd)
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The following commentors (200 through 255) submitted
comments concerning the December 14, 1998, public
meeting and TVA's latest proposals to DOE for use of

Watts Bar, Sequoyah, and Bellefonte.

INE!
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Commentor No. 200: Mrs. Ed Houser

Comments Received via “800" Number

[ Mhate: Che 140, 19998 ] i
| Mame: Me. Ed Homser

Orgamization; il
[ Address: Ay Sherry Dinve T TOPPPTPETP PP RPRVRTPTH

Ringo, A 10734

Fhone &: (700 ABG-TII%

Fax i 1|

Compend 8

Cemmeni:

[ am intnlly sgainst opentsg o plant is Hollywood, Alshama at the Bellefonie plant.
Those people dowmn thene have enough touble as it s, Thene's not encugh educaied
people to run that-they would heve 10 be bringing people in %o mn it Then's not encagh
housing for people so ke brought e B is mostly a faes community, Lot of alder folks
and younger folks, not a whole lot in berwesn. But s plant does st meed b in

Bedlefonte becase it will cremte nothing but trouhle.

1/13.01

Commentor No. 201: WWD. Scarbrough

Comments Received via “800" Number

Trabe: Drecemiber 10, 1574

Name: WL Scarbrough

Cirganization:

Sl rees; iﬁ_h-'pn.ri:m.u Dirtve, MW

Huent=ville, AL R5%10

Fispme o; [156) #52.5030 il
Fax #: ]
| Comment ¥:

Cammeni:

Commen| on &ritvem production al Tennesses Valley. | feel it would be highly desicabl
1 do Tisel like part of your messsge i nol getting out because | have ot seen o
reference in any public publication, newspaper or televisson report, radio report,
wfbreisy of the fact thai alll you will be doing in the Tenncwsee Yalley is exposing
@it poeki b5 radiation and you wall transpori the cosirol rods somewhere else 1o exirac
trigivmn. [ fisel lbke it will ez highly desinable 10 have tha situstion here becauss we
already are producing miomic eleotricity<we might as well pet some ather benefE from it
as lax benefits

1/07.07
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Commentor No. 202: Robertavi Wyck Commentor No. 203: Angela Heckler
Comments Received via “800" Number Comments Received via “800” Number
Date: Dec. 15, 1998 Date: Dec. 17, 1998
Name: Robert Van Wyck Name: Angela Heckler
Organization: Organization:
Address: 709 Helmsdale Place North Address: 983 County Road 213
Brentwood, TN 37027 Hollywood, AL 35752
Phone #: (615)373-9176 Phone #: (334) 499-2380
Fax #: Fax #:
Comment #: Comment #:
Comment: Comment:
I don't want any of the options. My problem is you notified me on Friday of a meeting Il 1/07.02 I am cal.ling in reference to the Bellefonte Nuclear Plant producing tritium--we are
that's being held at the Rhea County High School in Evansvitle today. There's no way [ against it. We feel like this is being pushed upon us. The polls that have been taken have
can make that on such a short schedule. I tried to fax a letter in to Sohinki asking in the not been taken fairly. Tt will affect us and we do not want it here. T don't know where the
future at least 2 weeks notice but your fax machine is not working. [ don't know why. I 2/05.31 people are getting their information that says that Jackson County does want this because 1/07.03
tried for the last 24 hours so please check your fax machine and try to schedule these everyone | talk o say they do not want it and we would like to make that clear. Just
meetings so people have time to get there to make discussion. wanted to make the comment and let someone know that we are not for this. We are

against it and we de rot want it in our community.

(Mr. Van Wyck's comments were received, see Commentor No. 247)
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Commentor No. 204: Carol L. Wmacks

Address|D; TR Date Updated: 12776498 1:
First Name: Mi: Last Mame: Titte:
T pemeee L

o/ " Eellofonte Alliance
Address: 204 County Rd. 402
City: |Scottsbora

State or Province:
‘Work Phone:

Email Address: ruomadcs@HNVAAY.n_e_l .
Motes:

;  Postal Code:

I o ; FaxNumber: I L :

Country: W_-
| EEEZET

Home Phone:

| would like ko say that the majority of citizens of Jackson County do not want the Bellefonte plant put cnto
loperation. That of caurae nat what the elected officials, business owners, and union people from Tennessee
'want you to think. People in Jackson county are concerned if they will loosa jobs. business owners will loose
business . | know that the man whe ran against our Mayor Iost his job working for the ¢ity of Scottsboro and
this was after many gaod job reviews prior to his running for Mayor. And you wonder what | am telling you is
true” 1 only wish you would take time 1o remember that all who came to the meetings were peaple who would
profit from the Bellefonte option and not cne average citizen was for the Bellefonte opticn. Please take this
into consideration and do the right thing for the people of Jackson County by nat selecting our Bellefone plant

as the place to praduce tritium.  Thank you

1/07.03

Commentor No. 205: \ilfiam L. Stiles

AddressiD: I .5

First Nama: M Title:

IW\IIiam H ']_ ' IEIect Maint. Foraman
Organization:  JTVASEQUOYAH ]

Address: [zescemcor

City: |SCOTTSBpH£ »

State or Province: F..wl';., _ _. Postal Code: 135769— ] ] Country: IU‘S‘
Werk Phene: [423-843-8574 Fax Numbar: ] o
I256-259-(?56‘4‘ i

Home Phone:
['VE BEEN IN TVA POWER PLANT MAINTENANGE FOR THE LAST 24 YRS, 20 YRS GF THIS TIME
OF THIS TIME HAS BEEN AT BELLEFONTE FOR 10 YR'S AND THE LAST 10 YR'S AT SEQUOYAH
NUCLEAR PLANT.
TvA HAS GOOD NUCLEAR PLANTS BUT BELLEFONTE IS THE BEST BUILT DESIGNED AND WILL HAVE
AN OPERATING LIFE OF 40 YR'S.
JECONOMICALLY BELLEFONTE IS THE BEST DEAL AND THE PEOPLE QF JACKSON COUNTY WANT
DOEN

Email Addrass: [wl§tiles@l.\{a_.ggvj R

Motes:

1/07.03
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Commentor No. 206: Silas M. Booker

Address|D: Date Updated: |  12/19/98 7:51:25 AM
First Name: M Title:
M L
Omanteation: | =
City: l§_p_r_i_r_19 City

Country:  {USA

State or Province: |1;n - ! Postal Code:
Work Phone: i Fax Number: I o ;

Email Address: l&edgngmgl @AOLCOM Home Phone:

Notes:  [T7itium production showld be confined to DOE owned reactors. To do otherwise would confuse the distnction

of Commerical uses and weapon uses of nuclear power. It would weaken the US stand that countries should
not use their utility reactors for weapons production,

1/01.09

Commentor No. 207: Judith Cumbee

Comments Received via “800" Number

Date: Dec. 14, 1998

Name: Judith Cumbee

Organization:

Address: 11076 County Road
Lanett, AL 36963

Phone #: (334) 499-2380

Fax #:

Comment #:

Comment;

I am the Chair of the Peace-Justice Human Rights Committee of Alabama New Sounth
Coalition. | have been out of town. I got a message Thursday afternoon about this
“Public Hearing" Monday night, the 14%. 1 am leaving for Atlanta tomorrow. I have a
sick daughter. There's no way I can be in Tennessee, but number one, I am chagrined
that we would get information at such a last minute about a matter that has to do with
producing tritium in either Tennessee or in Alabama--that is outrageous. We need to
have a good long advance notice. How would onc of the Secretaries of Energy or
anybody else be able to plan something at the last minute? [ have sent in my comments
before about my opposition to tritium production. We need to be doing away with our
nuclear weapons. We are accusing Iraq of weapons of mass destruction and here we are
proceeding with tritium. Absolutely outrageous. [ totally oppose it and I wen't go on, as
1 said, you have my written comments but I think having this meeting at the last minute is
totally wrong and if you want to try to get a full accurate kind of response from the
public, you need to sct another meeting in January. So, in spite of our differences over
this, whoever might hear this message, or maybe you even agree with me, I wish you,
...what, Season's Greetings which means that I hope the people of the world can come
together and create a world where we can live together and set a plan to try not to
annihilate us all and we can find ways of peace and it's not through building up these
kinds of weapons.

1/05.31

2/01.01

1(cont'd)

2(cont'd)
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Commentor No. 208: Jim Snell

AddressiD;

Firat Hame: mi: Last Name: Title:

Date Updated:

—12/17/88 5:24:43 P

Organization: | o
Address: ﬁ'ﬁ Scott Ava. -

City: |Nashille L

State or Province: ¢ Postal Code: -
WorkPhone:  [ETE3224848__  Fax Number: [ET5-3430325 1
Email Address: ﬁ;mgs.q.;ng![@!gpggrp[n:eggW _ .. Home Phone:

Country: USA

B16:2261885

Motes: a2 concerned citizen of Middle Ternesses, | beleve that triam
production in commercial light water seactors (CLWR} would be a
tremendous mistake on several fronts. First of all, | have safaty
concems for the workars and community members around the propesed
sites. | understand that DOE believes that this technology is safe,

but it is still a relatively untried procedure. Second, | believe

that resuming tritium production sets & conflicting goal to those of
strategic arms reduction. The need assesments cet forth by the DOE
seem to ignore current reductions aclivities as well as thase required

by strategic arms raduction treaties the the United States has signed
inta law. Third, and mast importantly, | believe that the use of a
lcommercial reacter for military purposes sets an extremely bad example
and precedent. The United States can only expect other nations to
flollow our example ang use their civilian facilities for milltary purposes.
The hypocrisy is claar, and we ¢an not reasonably expect other countries
to keep civilian and military seperate while we happily churn out bomb
material in a CLWR.

It appears that the DOE and TVA have already struck a ¢eal 1o produce
tritium regardiess of the congerns of community members such as myself,
I hope, however, that this is nat the case and that the DOE will reconsider
its desire to resurrect the Cold War era bomb maching. It simply is not
needed and will waste unteld billons of taxpayer money. Please do not
proceed with the Commercial Light Water Reacter project.

Yours Truly,
Jim Snell

1/14.04
2/02.01
3/01.09

|| 4/05.33
2(cont'd)
5/23.13

COMMERCIAL LIGHT WATER REACTOR PROJECT

Commentor No. 209: Mike Crane

COMMENT FORM

Please Turn in Your Written Comments
PRIOR
to Leaving the Meeting

Comments: 4_3; o o PO 05 THE (3o e ||1/o7.03

Thaak you for your input, Please use additional sheets if necessary and attach them o this form,

Name: foptional) CrEE L —_
Organization

Address: _ % © famsy 25 ¢ vt

City: S pesic {owa State: 7 ZipCode: 3232y
Work phone: 21 ~6$ 3653 Homephone:

Fan:
E-Mail Addiess: _ 77 £ EL2000E [ TuN @ @ me

[ERITILY

Sjuswndog juswwo)d
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COMMERCIAL LIGHT WATER REACTOR PROJECT

Commentor No. 210: Robert L. Davis

COMMENT FORM

Please Turn in Your Written Comments
PRIOR
to Leaving the Meeting

i ' a .
Comments: ol pon 1 ﬂ o of fha @r_{ e b

Sptie mx o -ﬁ'u bus [ *Hu Loimt Lool Ly +
T F - (resecu o '
st e nﬂj'm Forr. 15 g £, Loved frocee oF ]

Efeetie by a Fiain , IMetefrn mnp SOcel sconane
A _i" - ” . - ‘ﬂ, L_“{_ﬁ..
LADE. P

wfﬂﬂ./fv" by e bee G innis ‘!""I'/”m b g

Lol e bt s v thaed Ty doendes ot

T 7

Thank you for your input. Please use additional sheets if neecssary and attach them to this furm,

Narne: (wptional) ﬁ/ £ 7/—)_:_1,F

Organization: i

Address: s S scy gmene Fod - S 1n

City: . Hremtiv /L State: __£74
Work phover (Gef /&2 By 0 Home phone: (2 647
Fax. __(Rce ) <57 ]
E-Muil Address: _ Bee% 5 @ Ao oo, RO ann® (Jol . fomn

Zip Coger T L
B S22

FE

1/07.03

COMMERCIAL LIGHT WATER REACTOR PROJECT

Commentor No. 21: CheryllA. Dyer

COMMENT FORM

Please Turn in Your Written Comments
PRIOR
to Leaving the Meeting
Cnmmean AJ'W(’ Fust C[_Lf_ilf‘::‘((‘ alf'fl ;3 OLl‘H{flwkHK b\‘*
i . Z . & BTl

\r‘v*HW walarcr { frl({ufﬂlr ang i\(J{ ﬁﬂ#rdiu‘rl . (rr.k 1
Teriseessee Craromd PuAie CL?U Qe Hexle blpgie
l-f.m‘m 55015 &0 frcents,

The npf\ﬂn’ﬁ O# (ke D //e‘)[{:‘?\ff

Sl len D{r-. ey ‘-H\ns i—n‘@-
5 T There rrr« mandg licsses Relieced “lD_J’M’,h
P t] &) S i Yy -

Lt _gee anll
1 £

&
- |

e mwdﬂ\m
L QACPan G ey R brﬁo\rm\mpr\i‘ el (e

A A G Gres
Dordene Aaciidag

Couees o (,\\\ "‘Qttxdlr\\ {'\\Nﬁ. Oy Toe N‘\r Qrree

Comdeonino gl S5 0es {ooin JYole 3}«9,:\
3 L . | - - (L

Na¥a! .
ost T2 o~ F"'?f’ e .

Thank sov for your input. Please use additional sheets if necessary and attach them to this form.

Qa\\ \2

same: topionaty { Rerid L A byer = Dy eahled wlerker frem Dec’k- 23 S i
Organization Leatdun -n[\.'r f H{‘r:ﬂn S enepd

Address: [J Qe e e
City: O ntoy Srate: T Al Zip Code: J_L

Work phone: Home phone; _~{2 SIL SN 1§57 e _
Fax: _HA3-F <5 -8/50 /Ca{ﬂ' henie #ﬁ‘ t

E-Mail Address: _ {1 €ryf] Lff: @ %{';} hopCom i —
FETEUTY

Jaten,

1/10.04

2/07.03

I‘ 3/08.02

1(cont'd)
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COMMERCIAL LIGHT WATER REACTOR PROJECT

Commentor No. 212: Linda Ewald

COMMENT FORM

Please Turn in Your Wntten Comments
PRIOR
to Leaving the Meeting

Commmic _ L l\_.d.udii '._.I.l-_ b g Pra Sbart palyic e, s
FUPE Yiew = Fraceniy bofpcibad [Prmong gl Trgar dfusd bAs saahs, I‘
. Mgl L sple o sl 'r-\.-u-\.a.- b ST L, e i
£ by gl e lisr T W plrpivis  waweeiive b b h-m
panre-n -l.d-\.\_.r e u.d'.\_.: (=) sptar {3 Y oepratee b i B rge i
gk mgl Ao 9" eyt el et Yo o hoped Chaad® Sl
LEL Y "\'m' e -1'- Pl iepihis by Cirveergegt G Db
l.l'"é' ""I'-l oy e rles b Sk ru]l.:‘

el Y P q.I_FI-rl.---\.-\. Enite Mie Al iy et nﬁ.-_.l_g
t:,i Y- sl - b, ol T ran pieerad  be -h__r\._g.\_j.,.‘]......c,\_.-f
i aiiams 3 ARSI T T T SN T .ﬁp el L S
o Peh e e Ted Ercle (fe e 1 i r O it e r o iy

e Sdoas Baic S Lty L LT el s T i e i TR
wighsks W5 prsprpliiesbien pilice moad e iy e r
Loy D Pp il o oy Tpeaing HrE TEs wiiked Tobter o g

= lalch Wasfa¥

]

VAt L S R Y -.111 ﬁ.-u_lu;',.ﬂ.hrl Fal: AT

1/05.31

2/01.12

3/01.01

4/01.04

bl | |._||-' Sileyen Pl e e T aakeele LTl
_._--\._l.'\.l.“.lr""'| '_‘ﬂ" Sl et AR TR g s mrl o egw ol S I|
A b PP P "fi'd-\.l"\q Lol Poo S (el i e amadeceid * )
— AlriHge dr hugels sndovas Bue ool bewrml larmbed b b, I|
R Ok, el bl e et gl S Bl egnl Wl piemcls s
3 r B oo e 3 s ehahwert tlee bl pEle
n_- £ b # A@s poaf i Pk 1L e Gt ey Furestel by o
b N o SR L '-'"F-I.l? G H':—J-;. vascle mbep P dol
...n-l‘.fl- i, ._u__,. s Cheme b B, frifoe Pristocks
i rretwdresd sde clar _dr \mgar sceelembye s Onarhboes
j""l\.-"' = Pl §Reel mad B Porcea’ Theuaol 5l Ol meat
1r--:.|-\.-l:_br.'|_ hl,-.- fnr“.;n'*'t"i‘“ﬂﬂ‘"'?'““ﬂ""',';_'f".':u“‘-cm,. .
L ||-rurm'i4 —\.TE-:"..
Dirgardaason: Gaj:hﬁﬂ,:‘:-v"«'-'\-m-..'.u Ir-;c \'-ll.lul:E-.nu_fl"' "‘*h"‘"""‘" E.';_

Aakderis |_"-F| P e

Citp: _Pn omytily St Lt Zop Ciinlie 3'7""'_'.
Wk s Horse phioss

| I — SESEREE (R ERRRERA RN

F-Mail Ackdraas

—
‘ 8/23.13

5/01.13

6/14.04
117/10.03

3(cont'd

3(cont'd)-

COMMERCIAL LIGHT WATER REACTOR PROJECT

Commentor No. 213: Patty Fagan

COMMENT FORM

Please Turn in Your Written Comments
PRIOR
to Leaving the Meeting
‘ gmc, Lk Tidm b

Comments:

I‘ 1/08.03

2/14.04

Thank you for your input. Please use additional sheets if necessary and attach them to this form.

Pa H«q faqa ro _

g O e

Narme: (gptionai)
Organization:

Addre: —_
City: \dJif‘flU ate’ A Zip Code: 3 Egc’ij _
Work phone: T w1 20? S8 1%  Home phone:
Fax:

E-Mail Address:———

[RIITES

Sjuswndog juswwo)d
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COMMERCIAL LIGHT WATER REACTOR PROJECT

Commentor No. 214: Ronald L. Forster

COMMENT FORM

Please Turn in Your Written Comments
2/ /?p PRIOR

to Leaving the Meeting

Comments: T A OPL'D“S?Q[ o '/)\P S ¢ /)dzjvfc Jort yF
Ayt g 8, njf Suw v A
Vigulens - —

(3 [):wz ‘-/nd She il s Ao bieh Leskpog rores
P pw wldioe gp ,4'-"- i lnecin m\o P
, P - s

il 1,.!4 m;nf d g £ g deodel i
e, NE /poT

(Y THe Sdaed g gad opreaton g Beflefagie

~ ﬁ# T N Y TN S AR

. AI(/tﬁnm

(Aﬁnﬂ'f‘ﬂ?l’ Sowvte o= [,’{'rft.cml':u Sy fudiay
LWL Bprpaneedio 4 I

P Docdice 4 e sale o€ dhis_afodyiia,
whid Qmes Cack g sny diiless gopoad
st Proclurs fF i

(Y Cramornc  famplits Fe Fhe  NE AL N 6D
&-—LAJ affeaS (\I'sLﬂ)' by o fhilomds f){gg:;__

e Mo egicalle 7 cei ol oo Fat 15,

—_— P e 2

Vo ol T F it
Thunk you for your input. Plefse use addition! sheets if necessary and attach thera o this form.
Name: ioptionul] (# a [6{ [ ffﬂ’ﬁif '
Organization: Latawad Ta [Zem Tzcln nolpuieg ) —_
Address: 1/ [ [ § 4
City: Rracgzid State: &4 Zip Code: _ 20730
wark phose—F19%)" 437 ¥30Y Home phone: ____np 947 6199
Fax:” Calue ¥ & anf .raim .
E-Mail Address; 74

120

i, vawda & 1\!‘»\
ST

1/07.08

COMMERCIAL LIGHT WATER REACTOR PROJECT

Commentor No. 215: Erich R. Gonce

COMMENT FORM

Please Tum in Your Written Comments
PRIOR
to Leaving the Meeting
Comments: _ 28 00 port = wgpem e Mg

T ;"'. ik o Jﬁf"',,:i ...mda __?..anL ” 1/07.03

Thank yma b prarinma  Pleee s sddeimasl thrms o seresacy sl ala b Lerss bbb ke

hame |ydesal) _ll' .I""- q 8 T

ONgaRipalion lacrg ‘,{_.\__,L.- I:"'.-"-u-

sudress: o7 "a S .-L‘b s _-'.:-_"I — -
Chey S L !'i:h.- o Y r|l-\.-:-r i =04
'A-I.||-q| i .5.""} Hore ﬂ'-'r-er"_.%_, e BTk

Fan i

F-Mail dddrais

W
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COMMERCIAL LIGHT WATER REACTOR PROJECT

Commentor No. 216: Dick Hoesly

COMMENT FORM

Please Turn in Your Written Comments
PRIOR
to Leaving the Meeting

Comments: . 1% & 4 et THE
PEODICTIgN BE e NATIONS FRos Tii) TLPOLy.

Wi FEEL T.tmr THLSE aﬂumg »‘M‘E We’ AHEAPEST F?L
- ‘ das

_ THE JSE oF Wlhrrs BAE wiii PPOVIOE B KDabMiL
_ BeNgTir T e AR REpOD npTS BAf. (7 sdfel.
o B e ik ooz || 1/07.08

Fpk POuE M’M:-l%

DILING THE CoNGRESS /ML 5ER508] 4T Susiilel THE
L ABAMNY Dtb&"&ﬂ’f’lo}\f CONSTITERIES _SPEA# ~
27

ool ;
A ARy Tt 1k

Thank you for your input. Please usc additional sheets if necessary and attach them to this farm.

Name: teptional} @}C’.K
Organization;
Address: _ 2905 Aiemerls Ep Fi

City: _Seprzsbeso / State: _HL. . ZipCode: 35769
Work phong: Home phone: __ASf — A59~£:37%

Fax: R

E-Muil Address:

OE sy
7

1 21008,

Commentor No. 217: John Johnson

%WU'\XYS & "@w\ \O\M«m IRRCER AN
TO 46(‘ 5’“’1’5“{ Fg,'\,l Rh‘w\m&r&ﬁox\ :

o |
¥ The tole )( \%Qz;; W {—?fL e vt !
ﬁwco (e IS5 SUER. !
qu, Lald u)ar e AVE<y C N

¥ (e Dy MeT Mw, More_ )\UUKW‘
W\GQFM — L Sl%vf} QESMCH&‘/

U ous weo hau, Mo Mere Mobs !

UE’FDSE, (ﬂus '\‘P\uﬁ» F“’%U{' (w/ 7“[,"/5*3 — 4 \:D)Hff

Tat} ‘F .,k’ La
“ﬁ&*gm*uﬁk‘ ey vy

*:\)65 M“‘MS B st bl—m.-—e»ef A— ?—0‘:1 T_g:j;!,:ﬁi’

. ~ Henderd
d‘(Pc—[ ?C‘?éucla -jrmhbﬁ- ‘%r Akeas LSDQ e
dot - Can

dp ’FDF ./Lcr o?rWM7 PM@/L’I?&;
WCU,M‘ W’ — Tov are

-Swﬁ m[cg

ﬂudédu’ LW\”CCL“?&/ b o~ Cer‘l?ius/*z? i
g 0 st yoorr o al sl b T
e Ly s\uw\\ Fesqn Cond B C&TZ' b ﬂ%‘fs,}?\,‘\w"q

1/01.01

2/01.04

3/08.02

1(cont'd)

Sjuswndog juswwo)d



2ci-¢

COMMERCIAL LIGHT WATER REACTOR PROJECT

N\

Commentor No. 218: Larry Kuka

COMMENT FORM

Please Turn in Your Written Comments
PRIOR
to Leaving the Meeting

‘\'r\gﬁ,su_a!n_:u O pra o{ OaR refponst

Comments:

mﬁ-ﬁ“‘-ﬁkﬂ'—a Shvets he st AT X‘Jﬁ\ o WO it

FRiciTi8F  MoT g py s Foite  Pooofl .Qm.bwaﬁﬁ

1/01.09

C—\ T e e T\ T T

Thank you for your input. Please use additional sheets if necessary and attach them to this form.
Namwe: (eptional]

Lﬁ Yy \&u\&\
Organization: i

Address: _ by y ?\mhk,,a__ﬁb

City: 0 S State; __Jrd_ ZipCode: 522 “r
Work phone:  §22 Sug 77727 Home phone: __Sam2.
Fax: Wald 3q¥ poad o _

E-Mail Address; ha FQ’J; @ oim—pub, Com

B

Commentor No. 219: Mr& Mrs Ford P McCuisten Jr

COMMERCIAL LIGHT WATER REACTOR PROJECT

COMMENT FORM

Please Turn in Your Written Comments
PRIOR
to Leaving the Meeting

Compments: __ pres LA rY.

Z e e h’..' .
MMW 1/07.08

o F L
sl Lo a, o/ Bty plopde ot LocBaiss Lo
._’,,m"
Vfsote p o m .y 7 LA
e e s z"lmm,.,.u

%‘ﬂj 7
il - 7

Organization: _ i - o
Address: Fiy Bea F457

State: 2/

Zip Code: _3 57 —5'2 o
72

City: _ DuTlen . ]
Work phone: 24 - £74~ FRIE Home phone: _2 5% ~£.5
Fax:

E-Mail Address

1201005
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COMMERCIAL LIGHT WATER REACTOR PROJECT

Commentor No. 220: Mark D. Phillippe

COMMENT FORM

Please Turn in Your Written Comments
PRIOR
to Leaving the Meeting

—
Comments: ; T 0 ’ e 8T ("

Fhank yan for vour inpet. Please use additional sheets il necessary and attach them to this form.
ey A RK D el

Name: lopliunal ) & o ¢ PTe

Organization:

Address: _iﬂ d Z h_CC N x D

Cily: — . State: 1] Codc

Work phone: 2.9 6 .5'7'1' - % 7 /3 Home phone: _& 51 vﬁd}} __,39’£ o
Fax

[-Mail Address: __ AP Rl T W el
PRI IS

1/07.08
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Commentor No. 221: Steven Sax

COMMENT FORM

Please Turn in Your Written Comments
PRIOR
to Leaving the Meeting
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Commentor No. 222: George E. Schmidt Jr

COMMENT FORM

Please Turn in Your Written Comments
PRIOR
to Leavmg the Meetmg

A Mac.&__”

Thank vou for your input. Please use additional sheets if necessary and attach them to this form.

Name: {optianal) M;} M 4\ . B
& WY B, v

QOrganization:

Address: .a,l’:F 7M 37‘71 M

Ciry: %f State: Code: M?
Work phone: s MY, =il Home phone: 519~ QJQE(' (Q{"‘q

Fax:
E-Mail Address:

NETIES

1/07.02

2/05.21

COMMERCIAL LIGHT WATER REACTOR PROJECT

N\

Commentor No. 223: LucW. Taylor

COMMENT FORM

Please Turn in Your Written Comments
PRIOR

to Leaving the Mecting
aAS Tl/}q r@,‘[-ep‘d.qef'

Comments: #5 & (_‘.rf'leH.,

The Stwms of rienee o produee Fritiam
he Lontinued prodenrion ot pucleay weaprng
1 ob g;“g

TR AP PO T oL S T T
MAWMM#L
fm poverishment Qg,ujdm—(' g‘boar a).‘legggs_ﬁ Colol coay

adver Sayo.

Thank you for your fput. Please use additional sheets if necessary and attach them ta this form.

Narne; tptionaly Z&u«c\u L/ M—\_,

Organization:
Address: 2720 Fold+s Preiye
Cily:&MM&H State: L 71p Cole: B7 LIS
Work phone: QAL-=/L{F __ Homephone 2&7—¢746.57 (423 \

Fax: ___ o

E-Mail Address:

RN

I‘ 1/23.13

2/01.01

3/01.10

1(cont'd)
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COMMERCIAL LIGHT WATER REACTOR PROJECT

Commentor No. 224: Marie Qir

COMMENT FORM

Please Turn in Your Written Comments
PRIOR
to Leaving the Meeting

g f I e o ST E

1/07.03

Commenis:
N = R I TRE e e s
A, < EaeTE LD B
i ol ler .

Chank you for your input. Pleasc use additional sheets if necessary and attach them to this form.
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E-Mail Address:

12000

COMMERCIAL LIGHT WATER REACTOR PROJECT

Commentor No. 225: MarlA. Wheeler

COMMENT FORM

Please Turn in Your Written Comments
PRIOR
to Leaving the Meeting
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Thank you for your input, Please use additional sheets if necessary and attach them 1o this form.
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Organization:  LBEV Tire
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Work phone: (4> 42— &%

Zip Code: 25343
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E-Mail Address: _ 4 fthe. 5149215 <@ Mol com
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3/07.01
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3(cont'd)

Sjuswndog juswwo)d



9¢1-¢

CT

"

COMMLERCIAL LIGUT WATER REACTOR PROJI

A

Commentor No. 226: Mrs. Susan Cassidyivglt

COMMENT FORM

Please Turn in Your Written Comments
PRIOR
to Leaving the Meeting

c " Jl P2
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Thank you for yonr input. Please use additional sheets if necessary and sitach them to this form.
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E-Mail Address: Sl d Pt E il stede, DT

Home phone: ___¢A3 725 L8R /

1u109s

” 1/07.07

COMMERCIAL LIGHT WATER REACTOR PROJECT

Commentor No. 227: Charles R. llams

COMMENT FORM

Please Turn in Your Written Comments
PRI®R
to Leaving the Meeting

Comments: [ i s Tt g S o TAP Valley prlemever T _
Slecw dy bolvse TWA ho @ peates drock vececd £ ﬁﬂ“-méi .
v ’ £ Ed
ot M 1 o p

€ {4 & R
Seipe Loyl nowd the aewude dotad Ge Softy Comrecwmwr 24
Ahes [P[a.«db
| Kwowims rhe pevsinie o jmpoct of Gfegqueepal plulese Patack

the pdada Bor Nuacleor Plaat, e i

v 7 L Lo Hua crm:l e
Bioloma sy 51 cwr Tianew's. Nc’d'm G ochisace Lam
spouiel M (1 s, Seilefiuls Shads S5 A Guant epesosp b
B gap tur Sumgene, 90 Compled ! oA PBefodowt 13 the cnly

A :
so g Feawwd dpe Pollelovt  Plagh
]A]u( Vo
7

A=

I'hank you for your input. Please use additional sheets ¥ nevessary and attach them 10 this form.
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Organization: L 3 PAT
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Commentor No. 228: Anonymous (6)

COMMENT FORM

Please Turn in Your Written Comments
PRIOR
to Leaving the Meeting

1/07.03

Thank you for your input. Plezse use additional sheets if necesszry and attach them to this form.

Nage: ptional) e

Organjza lllOI'L M 1 Ofven

Address: _ G0 g(_ﬁg_&_ub&f (G
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Fax: __
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COMMERCIAL LIGHT WATER REACTOR PROJECT

Commentor No. 229: Anonymous (7)

COMMENT FORM

Please Turn in Your Written Comments
PRIOR
to Leaving the Meeting

- i !
S et v S ——— (LA

Thank you for your inpat. Pleasc usc addilioral sheets if necessary and attach chem to this form.

Name: Loptional}
Organization: - -

Address: - o
City: Stale: Zip Code: _ o
Work phone: Home phone: - e
Fax: . s

L-Muail Address:
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COMMERCIAL LIGHT WATER REACTOR PROJECT

Commentor No. 230: Anonymous (8)

COMMENT FORM

Please Turn in Your Written Comments
PRIOR
to Leaving the Meeting

¢ mogkbbor ) the LU Lan, X
1/07.07
2/23.23
— i , 1(cont'd)
T A ¢
i

Thank you for your input. Please use additional sheets if necessary and attach them to this form.

Name: toptional)

Organization.

Address:

City: Starte: Zip Code:
‘Work phone: Home phone:

Fax:

E-Mail Address:

13000048

COMMERCIAL LIGHT WATER REACTOR PROJECT

Commentor No. 231: Anonymous (9)

Please Turn in Your Written Comments
PRIOR
to Leaving the Meeting

Comments: L £ Mr Ritendcen o5 to de what’s
i h ah__he
‘2/05.26

Thank you for your input. Please use additional sheets if necessary and attach them to this form.

Name: toptional)
Organization: — -
Address: —

City: State: Zip Code:

Work phone: Horne phone: e
Fax: . —_ - —
E-Mail Address:
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Commentor No. 232: Mike \Wmacks
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Commentor No. 232: Mike Wmacks (Cont'd)
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Commentor No. 233: Larry Hancock

December 14, 1998
Helio,

My name is Larry Hancock. I am the Recording Secretary for the International
Brotherhood of Electrical Workers, Local 721, Chattancoga, Tennessee. Qur local
represents approximately 700 members which consists of Operators, Electricians and
Instrument Mechanics at Sequoyah Nuclear Plant, Bellefonte Nuclear Plant, and other
TVA facilities in the immediate area.

I am here tonight to stand in opposition to the proposal of using Watts Bar and Sequoyah
as the producers of Tritium for the Department of Energy. There is much to be lost by
TVA and the valley if Tritium is produced at Watts Bar and Sequoyah, and much to be
gained by producing it at Bellefonte!

Watts Bar and Sequoyah are both base load units for TVA, and as such are needed on line
as much as possible. If they are used as Tritium producers for D.O.E. they could be shut
down if needed by D.O.E. to support our National Defense. TVA and the valley can’t
afford to be without the power that these two plants generate! Since both of these plants
are up and running, successfully, I might add, there is absclutely nothing to be gained for
this area if those units produce Tritium, even if TVA management says that either
selection is a win for TVA and the valley. That is a bald-faced lie! There will not be any
construction jobs or permanent jobs produced by selecting Watts Bar and Sequoyah! The
only win for TVA and the valley is for Tritium to be produced at Bellefonte,

If Tritium is produced at Bellefonte there are many economic benefits for TVA and the
valley. First and foremost is all the employment possibilities that exist for the entire area.
During construction, many of this areas construction workers will have the opportunity for
gainful employment at Bellefonte. There will not be any construction jobs produced by
selecting Watts Bar and Sequoyah! Additionally, the local that I represent anticipates
gaining much more than a hundred new members as Bellefonte is staffed with permanent
workers.

Another issue that I would like to raise is: WHY ARE WE EVEN HERE TONIGHT?
There are many reasons why the CLWR option is still open to D.O.E. All of them are
because of the efforts put forth by the many organizations that helped fight the fight
to keep the CLWR open! Organized labor, Business leaders, Education leaders,
Bipartisan political and a strong community support have kept this option open. All of
their efforts were for one selection and one selection only, That was the completion of
Bellefonte. There was a lot of time and money invested by all of these organizations to see
this happen. Now that all those efforts were successful, it appears that Secretary
Richardson wants to let Watts Bar and Sequayah slip in under the door. We must not let
that happen! Swapping projects at this time is very disappointing and would appear to be a
deceptive move by the Department of Energy.

1/07.07

2/07.08

Commentor No. 233: Larry Hancock (Cont’d)

The facts show that the CLWR option is the best one of the of the dual path options for
D.0.E,, and the selection of Bellefonte as the CLWR facility is the only selection that must
be made.

In conclusion, I urge Secretary Richardson the do the right thing and make his selection
for the CLWR option with Bellefonte as the primary CLWR producer.

Thank you.

3/07.01
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Commentor No. 234: Dwight Woit

In 1986, Ned Ray McWhorter was elected Governor
of Tennessee and after serving two terms in the
Governor's mansion, Governor McWhorter left public
office in 1994 as ane of the most popular and
beloved elected officials in the 200 year history of
Tennessee. In fact, Time Magazine wrote that the
only reason that Governor McWhorter was not
elected to the United States Senate in 1994 was
because he did not run. In the first cabinet meeting
held by Gov. McWhorter, with the heads of all the
departments present, Gov. McWhorter ended the
cabinet m.eeting.with_ﬁg simple and straightforward
directive: “Remember, It's never too late to do the

right thing”. He didn’t say to do what was easy or to

d

Commentor No. 234: Dwight Woit (Cont'd)

Q)

do what was cheap. He told his cabinet to do the
right thing.
For years, the citizens of this country have been

subjected to people of power and influence who

-were only interested in what was easy or what was

cheap. One only has to look a few miles from this
very spot to see such an example. The large coal
companies of the 20's and 30's who would come to
an area and strip mine the coal and rape the land
and when they left, the land was devastated and
lives destroyed. They had dene what was easy and
what was cheap. So the citizens of the area looked
to their government to see that the right thing was

done. And legislation was passed that forced the

Sjuswndog juswwo)d
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Commentor No. 234: Dwight Woit (Cont'd)

G
coal companies to reclaim the land and return it to
the way it was found. It was the right thing to do. Or
one ¢an look at the chemical companies of the 50's
and 60's, captains of industries and corporate CEO’s
who dirtied our air and fouled our water. In the early
60's, the Cayahoga River that flows through
Cleveland, Ohio, became so polluted that the river
caught on fire, or the most infamous example of all —
Love Canal where chemicals were dumped and
scores of innocent children died years before their
time. The chemical companies had done what was
cheap and what was easy. So the people turned to
their government to do the right thing. And the Clean

Air Act and the Clean Water Act were passed. It

Commentor No. 234: Dwight Woit (Cont'd)

@

wasn’'t what was cheap; it wasn’t what was easy; it
was the right thing to do.

Now the secretary of Energy is faced with making a
choice of where this country's new supply of Tritium
will be made. His choices are simple. He can place
it at Watts Bar where the people have expressed
their opposition towards it and by placing it there will
do nothing to help the economic well being of the
citizens of the Tennessee Valley. This is the cheap
way, this is the easy way. Or he can place it at
Bellefonte Nuclear Plant in North Alabama where the
citizens of that area have shown time and time

again, their over whelming support to have the

production of Tritium in their area and by placing it at

1/07.08
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Commentor No. 234: Dwight Woit (Cont'd)

&

Bellefonte Nuclear Plant, help a depressed area by
bringing thousands of canstruction jobs and
hundreds of permanent jobs to an area where
unemplayment is running 9 to 10 percent. Mr.
1(cont'd)
Secretary, this is the right thing to do. Please, Mr.

Secretary, do not take the cheap or easy way,

thereby saying that you don’t give a damn about the

people of the Tennessee Valley. Mr. Secretary, in
the words. of Gov. McWhorter, remember, it's never

too late to do the right thing.

Commentor No. 235: Mary Dennis Lentsch

Mary Dennis Lentsch
1236 N Concord Road
Chattanooga TN 37421

1 am pleased fo have the opportunity to speak at this meeting. [ have prepared a chart
that spells TRITIUM down the side.
Next to each letter I have placed a quality or characteristic that I believe can be
—$imed with our tritium topic this evening,
frnticd

TRUTH

The truth is that we do not need more tritium!  1fis my
understanding that the US. has areserve of itium now and the DOE
estimates this is enough tritium fo last until 201 6. Considering the half-life
of tritium it does not seem wise or needed to produce and stockpile
more tritium at this fime.  The #uth is that we do not need more tritium!

RESPECT

Respect among nations seems to be the key to moving nations of
the world away from reliance on nuctear weapons.  The US. has
prevailed upon other nations to maintain @ complete ban on the use of
commercial facilities for military nuclear purposes.  The proposed fritium
production af Watts Bar and Sequoydah is an apparent contradiction in
our nuclear weapons policies.  How can the U.S. breck the ban and
maintain respect among nations?

INTEGRITY

The U.S. cannot maintain its integrity when it produces tritium which
is a viokafion of the nuclear nonproliferation treaty which the U.S. agreed
toin 1970. tbelieve when we are talking about nuclear nonproliferation
that US. integrity is critical. We must NOT move ahead with a new
trifium program that has the potential o undercut a leng-standing
nonproliferation policy.

TRUST

We trust that the decision made by Secretary Bill Richardson and
the Department of Energy will say "NO" to tritium production. Insaying
"NQ" to triium production the U.S. would be showing the world we are
committed to reducing the nuclear danger which hangs over ail of us.

1/02.01

2/01.09

3/01.04

1(cont'd)
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Commentor No. 235: Mary Dennis Lentsch (Cont'd)

INTERDEFENDENCE
Interdependence among nations in ertesekgeane living up to the
agreements of the nuclear nonproliferation freaty is vital for all nations. |
believe the US. plans to use commercial nuclear power plants to produce 3(cont'd)
fitivm for nuclear weapons blurs the lines between civilian and nuclear
opplications of nuclear power and sends a dangerous nonproliferation
message to other nations.

UNDERSTANDING
ttis beyond understanding why there is such urgency for #ritfium
production at Watts Bar and Sequoyah plants when there seems tc be an || 4/01.12

emerging consensus for significantly reduing the U.S. nuclear arsendl.

MERCY
if the decision is made to produce tritium at the Watts Bor and
Sequayah plants, all | can say is MERCY ME!  OH, LORD , HAVE MERCY!
The impact and conseguences of tritium production at the local level, the || 5/07.07
national level, and the intemational level cause me to say- MERCY ME!
CH, LORD HAVE MERCY!

Commentor No. 236: Joseph. Imhof

Juno e-mail printed Thu, 10 Dec 1998 20:21:27 , page 1
From: debhof

To: debhof@juno.com
Subject: PUBLIC HEARING ON DEC. 14,1998 .

PUBLIC HEARING FOR CONSIDERATION
OF USE OF WATTS BAR & SEQUOYAH
UNITS FOR LONG TERM PRODUCTION
OF TRITIUM
EVENSVILLE , TENNESSEE
DECEMBER 14 , 1998 ,
" A PLAN WE CAN LIVE WITH —

A COMMON SENSE SOLUTION . "
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Commentor No. 236: Joseph. Imhof (Cont'd)

Juno e-mall printed Thu, 10 Dec 1698 21:00:04 , page 1
From: debhof

To: debhof@juno.com
Subject: PUBLIC HEARING — DEC. 14 , 1998

PREAMBLE

In a mere perfect world , human concems
{ and not vested interests ) would be a BASIS
for policy decislons , not just « CONSIDERATION .
Human Concems , hare , meaning taking into
account the factual known impacts of actual ,
reg} operating nuclear facilities upon the health
and welfare of individual human beings and
other biclogicat entities.

THESIS

The best policy would be one which entails

the least amourt of harm to the fewest indhvidual
human beings and the smallest number
of biological entities . This means that the
Iimpact of ttitium production should be
minimal , period.

ACTION PLAN _____ 1/07.08
Use existing faclities to produce tritium

h humanly pessible without
impacting new areas of population
and generating additional expense to
American taxpayers . Avoid creating new
health risks and environmental concermns

by using existing facilities.

Commentor No. 236: Joseph. Imhof (Cont'd)

Jitno e-mail printed Thu, 10 Dec 1988 21:39:18 , page 1

From: dabhof

To: debhof@junoc.com

Subject: PUBLIC HEARING , DEC 14,1998 |
_____RECOMMENDATION _____

Based on conmistency with the best policy ,

a recommendation is made 1o use Walts Bar

as the main unit for production of tritium ,

while maintaining Sequayah as a back -up

facility . Bellefore would have prime

consideration as a natural gas electric

power production facility | costing billions

less than & nuctear plant | and providing

plentiful power to the Tennessee Valley ;

thus fulfiting TVA'S missicn without relying

on corporate welfare . BeHiefonte should

NOT be considered as a coal - fired plant ,

as this would be a source of acid rain ,

particulate thatter , and an aggravation to 1(C0nt’d)

those with respiratory ilnesses.

CONCLUSICN

In & perfect world , there would be no nead for

nuclear arms , anti-missife missiles , or

Siategic Defense Initlatives , However ;

if we must accomodate the miclear defense

industries' need to proliferate the use of

nuclear weaporry , let us do it in a manner

which does the least amount of harm to

biclogical entities { esp. ; us } and the:

least possible damage to cur precious

lfe support system , the environment .

in conclusion , let s sttive for minimum

impact by using existing faciltties for
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Commentor No. 236: Joseph. Imhof (Cont'd)

Juno e-mail printed Thu, 10 Dec 1998 21:39:18 , page 2

tritium production and limit the it

we project for future needs to what is
1(cont'd)

realistic for an era in which the demand will

swely decrease .

SUBMITTED BY

JOSEPH A. IMHOF
HUNTSVILLE , AL
256 - 880 - 1019

Commentor No. 237: Stevaiiner

Cotiments of Steve Tanncr at DOE Public Meeting on TVA's Watts Bar/Soquoyah Services Offer - December 14, 1998, Evensville, TN

Good Evening, my name is Steve Tanner. I come here today representing
myself and my family as residents of Hamilton County, as ratepayers, and as
.S, Taxpayers.

You have asked for our input regarding TVA’s Watts Bar/Sequoyah Services
Offer. Let me begin by stating that we support your efforts in obtaining as
much input as you can regarding public opinion. In fact, this past summer I
received a response from Vice President Gore regarding tritium production
legislation that was pending at the time. In that response, the Vice President
assured me his intention was to act in the best interest of all citizens. Holding
this meeting this evening, we believe, supports that intent.

You have stated the selection criteria being considered. You also stated the
overall consideration is “What’s in the best national interest”. One criteria
you did not list though, which is stated in Public Law, involves the “liabilities
and benefits of the technologies including benefits like revenues™,

In comparing the WBN/SQN Services Offer and the Bellefonte Offers against
the criteria, all of the TVA Offers whether Bellefonte or Watts Bar/Sequoyah,
meet the criteria, and all can be implemented in a manner that supports
reduced tritium needs as well as any perceived proliferation concerns. We
believe, though, that the Watts Bar/Sequoyah Offer is not the best selection.
WHY? Here’s three major reasons:

1. There are liabilities and risk. The offer commits two baseload riuclear
power generation plants to a mission that would no longer be solely to
produce power. This places a liability of tritium production on TVA with
increased risks to TVA’s ability to provide reliable low cost power to thetr
customers and unltimately to us as ratepayers.

2. There are no benefits. There is no direct benefit to Harnilton or Rhea
counties or the State of Termessee, No new jobs and no increase in the
tax base. This offer does not salvage use of an existing government asset,
there is no revenue sharing to DOE, and the positive environmental benefit
of new power generation without greenhouse gas emissions does not
occur,

3. The overall cost is higher than using Bellefonte. The total cost with this

offer to me as a taxpayer, even though it has low annual payments, is
higher than the TVA Bellefonte Offers and is for a shorter period of time.

1/07.08
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Commentor No. 237: Stevainer (Cont'd)

We believe that Bellefonte is the best selection because it meets the selection
criteria, has the lowest cost to us as taxpayers, does not have the liabilities
and risk of a baseload plant, and provides distinct benefits. Benefits that are
shared not only locally and regionally, but also on a national level. National
benefits such as lowest cost to the taxpayer, an environmental benefit of new
power generation without greenhouse gases, and revenues allowing for cost
recovery.

In addition, DOE must not forget that the Department has other missions in
addition to national security. DOE’s core mission statement starts off with
these words; “To foster a secure and reliable energy system that is
environmentally sustainable,..”. As part of DOE’s FY99 budget process,
DOE stated they had established five Lkey goals that drive all strategic
planning and budgeting decisions. Three of those goals are directly supported
by a selection of Bellefonte but are not supported by a selection of Watts
Bar/Sequoyah.

Selection of Bellefonte:

1. Has DOE promoting clean efficient energy and enhancing energy security
through new nuclear power generation capacity,

2. Shows DOE stabilizing and protecting the environment by preventing a
new fossil fueled power generation with greenhouse gas emissions, and

3. Has DOE stimulating U.S. economic productivity through creation of new
Jjobs and multi-regional economic development.

Selection of Watts Bar/Sequoyah does not promote, enhance, stabilize,
protect or stimulate anything associate 1 with these goals.

Investment in new power generation is not outside of DOE’s mission.
Bellefonte meets the criteria, can be available to produce tritium when and if
DOE has the need, can fully support key DOE goals, and provides benefits
not available with the Watts Bar/Sequoyah Offer.

My family and I contend that the Secretary’s decision should not just select
an acceptable option, but should select the option that - using the Vice
President’s words - is in the “Best Interest of all citizens™.

1(cont'd)

Commentor No. 237: Stevaiiner (Cont’d)

Last week the Vice President also said that one of the last things his father
said to him was “always do right”. We sincerely hope that after hearing the
public opinions from tonight’s meeting, the Secretary will in fact, “do right”.

In conclusion, DOE - Do not select the TVA Watts Bar/Sequoyah Services
Offer, instead select an offer that partner’s DOE with TVA in the completion
of Bellefonte, providing local, regional and national benefits versus regional
liabilities and risks, and which can do all of this while providing an assured
supply of tritium.

1(contd
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Commentor No. 238: Steven Howell

AKZO NOBEL

industrial Fibers

December 14, 1998

Re: Comments by Steven Howell
Yarn Plant Manager
AKZ0O Nobel Industrial Fibers, Inc.
Scottebore, AL.

TO: Secretary Bill Richardson, DOE

I represent a 750,000 square foot facility located in $cottsboro,
Alabama. We employ approximately 715 people at our facility and have
annual sales of close tc 150 million dollarsa.

I am totally against the use of Watts Bar/Sequoyah as the site for
proposed Tritium production, This is based on the adverse impact

to the regions power supply that this would have. As I am sure

you are aware that by completing Bellefonte it would add approximately
1200 MW of new power generation tc the TVA power system. This is in
contrast to the use of Watts Bar/Sequoyah which would compremise the
power generation of these units. This past summer the shortage of
power generation in the TVA system caused millions of dollars of
extraordinary high power bills for Tennessee Valley Industries.

This past summer TVA generation could not meet the power demand and
had to purchase power from outside systems. This cost our plant in

an excess of one (1} million dollars this past summer, The economic 1/0708

benefit to the whole Tenneggee Valley would be best served by com-
pleting Bellefonte. In addition to the eccnomics of uging Bellefonte
an added benefit would be that by using Bellefonte for power gener-
ation fossil fire generation would not be needed to meet peak demands.
This would reduce the greenhouse gases that are released tc the
atmosphere,

Therefore, based on environmental and econcmic benefits from the
completion of Bellefonte to make Tritium I strongly regquest that
Secretary Richardson after reviewing all aspects will select Bellefonte.
By doing so the best intersst of our country as well as the Tennessee
Valley will be served.

Thank you for allowing me to speak on this most important matter to
the Tennessee Valley.

Sincerely,

IF gl

Steven Howell
Yarn Plant Manager

Akzo Industial Fibers, Ine.
7526 Akzy Bivd.
Sootisbom, AL I5758-8106
Phong: 205-574-7200
Fax: 205-574-7274

Commentor No. 239: Groups Opposed toWR Tritium
Production

GROUPS ACROSS THE NATION OPPOSE COMMERCIAL REACTOR
PRODUCTION OF TRITIUM

December 14, 1998

The Honorable Bill Richardson
Secretary of Energy

1000 Independence Avenue
Washington, DC 20585

Dear Secretary Richardson:

The undersigned organizations, representing thousands of concerned citizens theoughout
the country, strongly oppose U.S. plans to utilize any commercial nuclear power plants to
produce tritium for nuclear weapons. In our view, such a plan would blur the line
between civilian and military applications of nuclear power and thus sets a dangerous 1/07.02
precedent from a non-proliferation standpoint. In addition, forther reductions in nuclear
arsenals, supported by your administration and increasingly tikely, would make a new
source of trithum unnecessary.

As you arc aware, it has been the long-standing policy of the United States to separate
military and civilian uses of nuclear technology. We stand behind that policy and
continue to believe that in this area, the United States must make non-proliferation
concerns paramount, Recent revelations that the Indian government procured trittum for
its nuclear weapons program from Western-built ‘civilian' reactors reinforces our view.

Section 56e of the Atomic Energy Act forbids special nuclear material produced in a 2/01.09
commercial reactor from being used “for nuclear explosive purposes.” While definitions '
of "special nuclear material® do not include tritium, this technicality does not mask the
fact that the Department of Energy plans to use a source of civilian electricity as a source
of material to boost the destructive power of the nuclear weapons in the U.S. arsenal. As
a former Ambassador to the United Nations you must be able to appreciate how apparent
contradictions in our nuclear weapons policies undercut our ability to champion the cause
of nuclear non-proliferation abroad.

The U.S. timeline for securing a new source of tritium is based on out-dated thinking in
terms of the size of the U.S. nuclear arsenal. The United States still bases its planning on
maintaining a START (Strategic Arms Reduction Treaty) T arsenal. Implementation of
START II, now pending ratification in the Russian Duma, will delay the "need" for new
tritium until at least 2011 since the tritium from nuclear weapons being retired under the 3/02.01
provisions of the START treaties can be recycled into the nuclear weapons slated to
remain in the arsenal. The lower force levels envisioned under the broad outlines of
START III agreed to by Presidents Clinton and Yeltsin last ycar would delay the "need®
for new tritium even further into the 215t Century.
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Commentor No. 239: Groups Opposed toWR Tritium

We are particularly concerned about the prospect of using taxpayer dollars to complete

Production (Cont’d)

the construction of the Tennessee Valley Authority's Bellefonte nuclear reactor to
produce nuclear weapons tritium. In addition to the substantial burden this proposal

would present for taxpayers, bringing Bellefonte on-line would add to the ever growing
amount of nuclear waste in the United States. A problem for which there is no adequate

solution.

We understand that your office is under considerable pressure to choose between a
number of potential tritinm sources, each of which has considerable fiscal or non-
proliferation drawbacks, A1 a time of emerging consensus on the desirability of
significantly reducing the U.S. nuclear arsenal we urge you to make the courageous

decision of "none of the above" regarding tritium sources. We stand ready to work with
your office on the remova! of legislative language forcing the United States to maintsin a

massive Cold War-sized arsenal.

The United States does not need to move forward with a new tritium program that will

waste Farther taxpayer dollars and has the potential to undercut long-standing non-

proliferation policy.
Sincerely,
NATIONAL ORGANIZATIONS

Susan Gordon
Alliance for Nuclear Accountability

Bruce Hall
Peace Action

Bob Kinsey
United Church of Christ
Peace and Justice Task Force

Michacl Mariotte
Nuclear Information and Resource
Service

Betty Obal
Sisters of Loretto

Jim Riccio
Public Citizen’s
Critical Mass Energy Project

Susan Shaer
Women's Action for New Directions

REGIONAL AND LOCAL ORGANIZATIONS

Jim Allen
Vine and Fig Tree
Montgomery, AL

Bill Akin
Mid-South Peace & Justice Center
Memphis, TN

4/23.13

3(cont'd)

|| 4(cont'd)
I‘ 5/01.04

Commentor No. 239: Groups Opposed toWR Tritium

Production (Cont’d)

Jacqueline Cabasso, Exccutive Director
Western States Legal Foundation
Qakland, CA

Tom Carpenter
Government Accountability Project
Seattle, WA

Donald Clark

Cumberland Countians for Justice &
Peace

Pleasant Hill, TN

Judy Cumbee

Justice-Peace-Human Rights Committee
of Alabama New South Coalition
Montgomery, AL

Bruce and Maggie Drew
Pravie Island Coalition
Lake Eltno, MN

Marjie Edguer
Cleveland Peace Action
Cleveland, OH

Don RHancock

Southwest Research & Information
Center

Albuquerque, NM

Ralph Hutchison

Qak Ridge Environmental Peace
Alliance

Oak Ridge, TN

Carol Jahnkow
Peace Resource Center of San Diego
San Diego, CA

Marylia Kelley

Tri-Valley CAREs (Citizens Against a
Radioactive Environment)
Livermore, CA

Marcus Keyes

Office of Justice, Peace & Integrity of
Creation

Roman Catholic Diocese of Knoxville
Knoxville, TN

Reinard Knutsen
Shundahai Network
Las Vegas, NV

Adele Kushner
Action for a Clean Environmem
Alto, GA

Greg Mello
Los Alamos Study Group
Santa Fe, NM

Michelle Neal-Canion
Foundation for Global Sustainability
Knoxville, TN

Rick Nielsen
Citizen Alert
Las Vegas, NV

Harry Rogers
Carolina Peace Resource Center
Columbia, SC

Susan Lee Solar

Grandmothers and M/others Alltance for
the Future

Austin, TX'

Lynne Stembridge
Hanford Education Action League
Spokane, WA

Diaae Swords
Peace Action Central New York
Syracuse, NY

Ell¢én Thomas
Proposition One Committee
Washington, DC
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Commentor No. 239: Groups Opposed toVER Tritium

Production (Cont’d)

Harvey Wasserman
Citizens Protecting Ohio
Bexley, OH

Commentor No. 240: Ronal@/. Boles

Ronald W. Boles
DOE Hearing on Tritium Production
Rhea Cuunty High School
Evansville, Tennessee
December 14, 1998

My name is Romnie Boles. T am Chairman of the Electric Ltility Board in Huntsville Alabama. I come to
you as a concemed member of the electric power community. My concerns with TVA producing tritium at the
Watts Bar and Sequoyvah nuclear power plants encompass the electric power production capabilities of TVA under
this propasal, ic: develoy national and the life cycle conts.

Allow me to be specific.

TVA offers you a plant atBe]Iefmtednd.icated;nﬂmpmduaim of tritinm. The production cycle of 12
months maximizes the amounts to match DOE's needs. Over the lifetime of this plant, you are assured of a reliable
source and the repayment of the monay you invest.

Under the Watts Bar/Sequoyah proposal, tritium production is secondary to electric power production.
Otherwise this shutdown of the plants will rise TYA' power production costs when the plant js shut down for
tritium collection. This past year, during the hot summer months, TVA had 1o go off-line to purchase power because
it could not meet the demands of its customers. Dhuring such times, our industrial customers on interruptible service
have to pay higher than usual prices for electric power, reflecting TVA's higher costs for this supplemental energy.
Tritium collecting will shut down this dedicated plant, causing higher energy prices to be paid by these valued
customers. 1 submit that this is not fair for the electric power consumers of TVA to underwrite tritiumn collection
costs for DOE..

This Icads me to discuss other ecoromic devalopment issues. DOE has shown that economic development is
one of its concerns as an agency. Production of tritium at Watts Bar/Sequoyah will preduce no new jobs and no new
electric power. 1 don't need to remind you of what economic expansion will ensue with your decision to support
tritium production at Bellefonte i Jackson County, Alabama, but the benefits derived from having 1200 megawatts
of new electric power will benefit a whole region of the United States.

Under the Watts Bar/Sequoyah proposal, Watts Bar will be your main source of tritium; Sequoyah is
designated as a backup should difficulty persist at Watts Bar. As you know, Sequoyah will be decommissioned in
2022. National security demands a stable sourcs for tritium far past that year. Only Bellefonte offers the life span
to match DOD's expectations. This fact should not be ignored.

If the issue is just dollars, DOE/DOD can buy tritinm from Russia. But we cannot permit cur weapons
program to be vulnerable to a foreign power, merely on the basis of cost. That has never been policy in the
DOD/DOE Program. A short term decision could have long term consequences for DOD, DOE, TVA and the whole

nation.

The support for the completion of the Bellefonte Nuclear Plamt has bese chronicled in the media from the
Tennessee Valley all the way to Washington. Congressmen and Senators from the six states served by TVA fought
long and bard to give you this option. 1 dare say we would not be here tonight discussing light water reactors if their
valiant efforts had not been successful.

Those people expended great political capital to afford DOE this opportunity. To now see a third option
considered has been dist ing, at least from my point of view. You still have support from local, state and
national figures to proceed with Belleft The economics should you Bellefonte is the logical choice.

Thank you for allowing me to present these views to you tonight.

1/07.08

2/01.14

1(cont'd)
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Commentor No. 240: Ronald WBoles (Cont’d)

Lasn] Bshep
T Leadu
f
1A
Terstosare Vakey Aclhority, Post Offica Box 328, Hursuills, Alabama 35004-0:328 @ -
December 3, 1998 %\. WZ"‘ 2 E
M. Bill Pippin, General Manager .
Huntsville Utilities
Post Office Box 2048 ,,L.)v'?P

Hhmntsville, Alsbama 35804-02048
Dear Bill:

Due to the volatility of last summer’s Economy Sturphus Power (ESP) prices, TVA has
placed an indefinite moratorimm cn the offering of new amounts of Limited
Interregitible Power {LIP} and Limited Fine Power (LFP) to directly-scrved and
distrliwbor-served, custorners. The morstocium will provide us with time o evaluate,
and if necessary, restructure the LIP and LFP programs to meet the fisture nweds of
TYA and its customers.

The majority of existing LIP and LFF customers also contrect for some ESP. Also,
some existing ESP customers may be large encugh to poteritially qualify for LIP 20
MW) o LFP (30 MW). Due to the price volatility of ESP prices during the summmer of 1 td
1998, some cxisting ESP, LIP, and LFP customers may view 1 possibls conversicn of (cont'd)
ESP to LIP and/or LFP a5 2 meuns to pay a leas volatile energy rate and also reduce the
probability of power being suspended during peak load periods. Withows this
mesorim, system operating flexibitity might be lost mud costs mipht incrsase if a
significant amaunt of ESF loed was couvertad to LIP and LFP. This moratosium will
temporarily cap the amounts of LIP and LFP mads available by TVA at the amounts
that are under contract ss of the effective date of the moratoriom.

However, LIP and LFP will still be svailable as s industrial develogment tool for loads
which woukd atherwise be efigible for TVA's Growth Credits.

If you bave any questions, please contact Darrel Smith of this offzce cr me.
Smxerely,
David Hooks

Senior Costomer Service Manager
Hunisville Customer Service Conter

Commentor No. 240: Ronald WBoles (Cont’d)
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Commentor No. 241: Ann Harris

Ann Harris, Executive Director, We The People, Inc., of Tennessee
305 Pickel Rd., Ten Mile, TN 37880
(423) 376-4851 fax (423) 376-8864
December 14, 1998
DOE Public Hearing Concerning Watts Bar Tritium Production

In the October meeting here at Evensville, TVA stated that they do not have a
waste water program that will extract tritium from the reactor coolant water prior to
release to the Tennessee River. Now 1 find that all you boys are aware that an
extraction facility such as is needed for these light water reactors is in place in Canada.
They have extracted 14 kg of tritium since 1988. And except for a small amount sold to
industry and for research it remains in storage at the Canadian site. The market pricg is
$30,000 per gram. Send a buyer to Canada and buy what is already produced. Quit
fixing what ain’t broke.
Further, tritium gas does not readily absorb in to the body. BUT tritiated water virtually
jumps into the body. Tritium enters the body through the skin or open wounds, absorbed
into materials such as gloves, clothing and in particular metal. Now this Watts Bar plant
is made of medal. Why would we want to use it? Let us go out and make ancther
superfund site for the American tax payers and my children and grandchildren,
Tritium has been detected in the soil, rainwater and groundwater surrounding a rescarch
iaboratory in California and in New York. Tritiated water is found in local creeks in the
same areas. Now DOE says that there is no easy way to treat low levels of tritium found
in water or soil. In addition, the position that one dose or short term exposure 1$ ot

hazardous produces the notion that tntium is not dangerous . It is the extended exposure

to tritium that produces the damage. Bourbon has never killed anyone BUT the extended

1/01.14

2/14.04

3/14.25

Commentor No. 241: Ann Harris (Cont'd)

abuse and use has killed millions of Americans. DOE—TVA--- and those boys from
the NRC that are hiding in the background are misleading these communities.

Permit me 1o give you some of your own research data back to you

#1: University of Chicago————high birth deaths rates

#2. Lawrence Livermore Laboratory——reduced levels of necessary DNA germs in

females

#3: University of California @ Berkley mutations {cell damage)

#4; Neuherberg, Federal Republic of Germany-—-——death of birth mothers

#5; Central laboratory for Radiological Protection, Wasrsaw, Poland
high rates of lung and testes cancer

#6: Medical Research Council, Oxon, England:
in low dosage

Mass loss in male testis——even

You boys are from the government and you are here to help me! {11181t
What you are bringing to my community and river is nuclear thylidomide. It is the
equivalent of the drug that was given to pregnant women for morning sickness in Burope

and produced massive birth defects and deaths. And you are bring;the men another

"

“agent orange.” Don’t help us anymore!
The question of the safety of the primary coolant system at Sequoyah and Watts Bar are

of such recognized bad design and are virtually inoperable at any give time that they are
of little use during any heat up of the reactor. The TVA employee that identified these
problems has received death threats on the job site at Watts Bar and at his home,

These are all questions that have received little or no attention by DOE or TVA in
consideration of making TVA rate payers responsible for DOE’s continuing
mismanagement coupled with TVA’s current standards and mismanagement. It begs the

question of whether or not tritium production at TVA is an asset io the valley and can

the rate payers afford this type of long range and unknown consequences?

3(cont'd)

4/09.10
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Commentor No. 242: Carl Fowler

Sheet Metal Workers' International Association

LOCAL UNWIN NO. 48

1108 29th Streat North a0

Birmingham, Alsbama 35234
Phone (205 322-9016

December 14, 1998

My name is Carl Fowler, Assistant Business Agent of Sheet Metal Workers® Local Union #48,
Birmingham, AL. On behalf of our members and myself, as concetned tax paying citizens, 1
would like to address the issue of Tritium production,

By the year 2011, the United States supply of Tritium will be depleted. President Clinton has
ordered that new Tritium be available by 2005, Since 1995, the Department of Energy has been
investigating alternative methoeds for Tritium production. By law, the Secretary of Energy must
decide before the end of this year on whether the department will use a commercial light water
reactor or another method. I would like to briefly compare those alternatives.

In 1997, an experimental reactor at the Hanford Nuclear Reservation in Washington State was
put on “a hot standby” as a possibility. That reactor is only capable of producing 1 Y to 2
kilograms of Tritium a year at full Capacity. The reactor at Hanford would have to be
recommissioned at a cost of 200 million dollars or more and the annual operating expense would
be about 88 million dollars. Hanford doesn’t need more trouble, contends a spokesman for the
group Govermment Accountability Project, who states, and I quote “There’s already encugh
waste there to fill a football field to 250 miles in the sky-high enough that the space shuttle
would bump into it.” Sheet Metal Workers® stand opposed to the Hanford site.

A second possibility is the Proton Accelerator, which if chosen, would be built in South
Carolina. In 1995, a Department of Energy report, listed the cost at between 9 and 12 billion
dollars. Also, the accelerator would require a significant power supply. 1¢’s estimated that the
accelerator would consume 400 mega watts of electricity a year and cost taxpayers between 100
and 200 million dollars in electrical cost alone. Also, the Proton accelerator uses a technology
that’s unpreven. Are we going to dig another hole in the ground and call it “Super Collider II?”
Also, the Proton Accelerator cannot meet the schedule of Tritium production by 2005. Sheet
Metal Workers stand opposed to the Proton accelerator.

Then there is the final alternative of producing Tritium in a Commercial Light Water Reactor.
Within the last month there are now basically two proposals for using a light water reactor, the
‘Watts Bar/Sequoyah Service offer and the Bellefonte Nuclear Plant service offer. Let’s compare
the two options.
(1) Coss:
With revenue sharing the Bellefonte offer would provide the D.O.E. with an
opporiunity to recover the initial investment. In other words, Bellefonte’s total
investment plus interest would be repaid in full. TVA recently submitted a Bellefonte
reduced payment offer which reduces D.O.E. payments by more than 700 million
dollars. With or without revenue sharing, the Bellefonte offer has a lower life cycle
cost to D.O.E. for Tritium production than any other alternative including the Watts
Bar/Sequoyah offer. Tritium is sold commercially for about 30 million dollars a

1/06.03

2/07.01

3/07.08

Commentor No. 242: Carl Fowler (Cont'd)

kilegram. The Watts Bar/Sequoyah offer will cost close to 26 million dollars 2
kilogram compared to Bellefonte’s offer for the same service in the range of 0 to 12.38
million dollars. Neither of these two offers includes other program cost, such as, target
rod fabrication, transportation nor the construction and operation of the Tritiven
Extraction Facility, all of which makes the Bellefonte offer Rf below the commercial
cost of Tritium. v

(2) Production capability:
Although the numbers are ¢lassified, the D.G.E. will need between 2 and 3 kilograms
of Tritium each year to replace the material in nuclear weapons. Watts Bar/Sequoyah
will produce up to 3 kilograms of Tritium a year with a 18 to 24 month production
cycle, with only 25 years of production. With the Watts Bar/Sequoyah offer, electricity
will be the first priority and Tritium as a secondary mission. On the other hand,
Bellefonte will produce up to 5.6 kilograms of Tritium per year with a 12 month
production cycle if needed and a source of Tritium production for up to 40 years.
Bellefonte will be totally dedicated to the production of Tritium. In other words,
Tritium first, electricity second.

{3) Economic Impact:
The Watts Bar/Sequoyah offer will mean no new jobs, no regional economic benefits
and no increase to state and local revenue. The Bellefonte offer will mean thousands of
new jobs, both short term and leng term, a positive regional benefit and increase state
and local revenus, Bellefonte Tritium PJant will not just be an Alabama plant for only
Alabama workers. Vi the labor unionsjurisdiction over Bellefonte 75 percent

Ave o based in Tennessee. It's estimated that 50 percent of the workforce will be from
Alabama, 45 percent from Tennessee and 5 percent of the workers will be from
Georgia.

(4) Support.
There has been no local public, government, state, organized labor or congressional
support for the Watts Bar/Sequoyah cffer. As a matter of fact, there has been public
opposition with no supporting comiments from the environmental impact study public
meetings. Bellefonte has active support from local, government, state, organized labor
and congressional support. There were more than 80 environmental impact study
comments in favor of Bellefonte, Sheet Metal Workers’ stand opposed to the Watts
Bar/Sequoyah offer.

Here we are at the 11th hour of decision and still no choice, Let’s choose the most logical and
feasible choice. That choice is Bellefonte. Only Bellefonte provides new jobs, the lowest cost to
taxpayers, provides multi-state economic benefits and offers a revenue payback to benefit
taxpayers. Only Bellefonte has local, state, bipartisan Congressional support and organized labor
support. Finally only Bellefonte would offer production flexibility with operating cycle lengths
and would be totally dedicated to the production of Tritium.

Let’s not play politics with our future and the future of our country. The facts speak for
themselves. Only one choice, Bellefonte Tritium Production Facility must be chosen.

Thank-you.

3(cont'd)
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Commentor No. 243: Don Nelms

Plambers & Steamfiffene LOCAL UNON NO. 498

P.O.BOXE 3803 WEST MEIGHAN BOULEVARD
GADSDEN, ALABAMA 35904
Phone: B Fax:
!’92805) 546-6791 (205) 547-6330
December 13, I

Secretary of Energy Bill Richardson
Forestall Buailding

1000 Independence Ave., S.W.
‘Washington, D.C. 20585

Secretary Richardscn,

1 am Don Nelms, Business Manage for Locat 498, Plumbers & Pip of North Alab:
[ am here on behalf of our members and their famiiies, who in support of the use of Bellefomte for
D.O.E’s Tritiam Production Plant.

First let me say we don’t understand a government that will spend $40 miltion Plus dollars to take
one: tnam out of & job that he is doing very well, but will not jwnp at a chance put thousands of it’s
tax payers o work. WE JUST DON'T UNDERSTAND THIS.

Our members and their families live in the Beltefonte area and want to work and raise their
children there.

There are many reason Bellefonte should be the choiee of D.OE

New Jobs, Lowest Cost, Very Strong Support, A New Electrical Source, and Provides At Least
15 Years more use than Watts Bar / Sequoyah.

Bellefonte provides at least 40 years to you, Wetis Baw/ Sequoyeh only 235 years, 40 years of jobs
for taxpayers, payback to D.0.E. only at Bellefonte not Watts Bar/ Sequoyah.

At Bellefonts Tritium wilt be the main product, eleciric power will be a by-product. Not so at
Wans Bar/Sequoysh. The use of WmBm’SequahwouldmmUseofFowlel
Plants that will cause more Air Pollutant Ngj at ]
eed clean Electrical Powss

?

At Bellefonte you have the support of the People in the area, Local, State, and Congressional
Political Leaders, and all Labor growps in the area.
Not o Anyvrhrere Else,

T.V.A. was founded to create Jobs and Electric Power for the American People. The selection of
Bellefonte is the only offer on the table in which T.V.A. & DO.E. can continue to provide Either
of these to America.

%"" e

Mmsﬂ
Phimbers & Steamfitters LU 498
AFFILIRTED: i F of Labor and Bui and C. Traden D

1/07.08

Commentor No. 244: James B. SandlinE?

464 E. Willow Street

m 574-268C Fac (256) 574-5085

= Scottstors, Alahama 35762
ELECTRIC POWER HOARD 220
Date: December 14, 1998
Re: Comments by James B. Sandlin, P.E.

Manager of Scottsboro Electric Power Board
Scottsboro, Alabama

To: Secretary Bill Richardson, DOE

I am totally against the Watts Bar/Sequoyah Tritium proposal from TVA to meet
the nation’s tritium supply. My comments will be focused on the impact to the
regions power supply, as operated and maintained by TVA, and the cost and
availability of said TVA power.

Choosing the Watts Bar/Sequoyah Tritium option would substantially
compromise the regions power supply during moderate to extreme loading
conditions. The summer of 1998 brought criticality to the supply and price of
interruptible power for many Tennessee Valley industries. As my colleague from
the Scottsboro Akzo Nobel Industrial Fibers facility will explain, that while power
was available, the price incurred created cataclysmic conditions for these
industries. My customer, Akzo Nobel, saw 2 significant increase in power cost
over the late summer months,

MONTH
May 1998 $464,786.11
June 1998 $731,904.84
July 1998 $841,469.13
Angust 1998 $558,995.82

New generation of approximately 1200 MW will be added to the TVA power
system a Bellefonie unit is completed. This would decrease the risk of sharp price
increases because TVA would have more generation to meet the Tennessee
Valley's demand for electricity. If the Watts Bar/Sequoyah option is chosen, the
valley could see an even greater risk of interruptible power price instability.
Generation capacity supplied by Watts Bar could become unavailable if the
DOE/POD needs to extract tritium burnable absorption during extreme load
conditions.

Also, municipal and cooperative {(consumer-owned) eleciric distribution systems
would be even further jeopardized because wholesale power cost would rise if
TVA Nuclear generation were not available. Fossil-fired or natural gas turbines
used to meet the Valley’s demand during a nuclear unit cutage would also add

1/07.08
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Commentor No. 244: James B. SandlinEP (Cont'd)

Mr. James B. Sandlin pE. 2
Comments to DOE — December 14, 1998
Rhea County High School, Evansville, Tennessee

greenhouse gasses to the environment and additional costs, respectively. Clearly,
nuctear power plays an important part in supplying power for our country. If we
expect to maintain a robust economy and keep unemployment low, our country
must rely on nuclear power to meet its’ growing demand for energy.

The TVA Beliefonte options are clearly the best choice for tritium production. 1
strongly encourage that Secretary Richardson weigh its merits and definite
tangible benefits of competing Bellefonte. The Tennessee Valley Power
Distributors unanimously support the completion of Bellefonte and its role in our
national defense. After all, the mission of TVA from its inception provided
resources to assist other agencies and departments in keeping our national defense
strong.

1(cont'd)

I appreciate the opportunity to speak to you on this important matter.

Sincerely,

Jimmy Sandlin
Manager

COMMERCIAL LIGHT WATER REACTOR PROJECT

Commentor No. 245: Monica Blanton

COMMENT FORM

Please Turn in Yeur Written Cemments
PRIOR
te Leaving the Meeting
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COMMERCIAL LIGHT WATER REACTOR PROJECT

Commentor No. 246: Mary Brooks

COMMENT FORM

Please Turn in Your Written Comments
PRIOR
to Leaving the Meeting
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Thank you for vour input. Please use additional shects if necessary and attach them to this form.
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Commentor No. 247: RobeW. Van Wyck

Radiciogical Consultant

Robert W. Van Wyck, Certified Health {Physicist
709 Helmsdale Place, Notth
Brentwood, TN 37027

Tel. 615-373-9176

Stephen M. Sohinki, Director
CLWR Project Office

US Dept. of Energy

PO Box 44539

Washington, DC 20026-4539 Dec. 12,1998
Dear Mr. Sohinki:

I received a phone call from someone in your office on Friday, 12/11,
informing me that you plan to hold a hearing at the Rhea County High
School in Evensville, TN on Monday, 12/14, regarding the proposal to
manufacture tritium in one or more of the TVA Light Water Nuclear plants.
1 received a memo in the mail today (Saturday, 12/12) confirming the
meeting.

It is not clear why this meeting is being held, particularly with such short
notice. The EIS has not been completed to my knowledge. Therefore, the
local residents who attend will not be adequately informed or be able to carry
out any meaningful discussion about the project.

It is also not clear why such a "sudden” meeting has been called for this
purpose. Since [ feel it would be a serious mistake to manufacture tritium as
proposed and T am strongly opposed to it, perhaps I was notified as an "after
thought ",

In any event, I cannot make the meeting at this time with such short
notice. Therefore, I hurriedly prepared the attached letter to State Senator
Gene Elsea, in whose district the meeting will be held, and handed it to him
on Friday at his office here in Nashville. T hope that he, or a representative,
will be able to attend and provide usefu! information from my perspective.

In the future, I request that you give at least two weeks notice of any
planned meetings on this proposal so that plans can be made to attend.

Sincerely,

R e

Robert W Van Wyrk CHP

1/05.31

101089y Jarepn 1YBIT [RI0IBWILWOD © Ul WNNLL JO UONINPpoId 8yl 4o} Juawalels 1oedw| [eluswuoliAug [eulq



Ly1-¢

Commentor No. 248: Mayor Donald B. Clark

Department of Energy
Public Meeting
December 14
Rhea County High School
on Watts Bar and Sequoyah
nuclear power plants for the production of
TRITIUM

Comments of Donald B. Clark

The Cumberland Countians for Peace & Justice, a coalition of
individuals and religious congregations in neighborinmg Cumberland
County, is an affiliate of Peace Action and, as you might suspect,
is strongly opposed to the manufacture of tritium, period !1 No
where, no how!

On August 7, 1997, my testimony referred to National Council
of Churches, World Council of Churches, Friends Committee on
National Legislation, and United Church of Christ positions on
nuclear weapons,the Plutonium Ecohomy, and nuclear power. I
concluded by saying that it can be safely said that THE MAINLINE
RELIGIOUS COMMUNITY STANDS AGAINST ANYTHING THAT WILL EXTEND THE
LIFE OF A NUCLEAR REACTOR, MAKE IT EVEN SLIGHTLY LESS UNECONOMIC
TO OPERATE, DELAY ITS DEMISE, OR PUT IT ON ADDITIONAL WELFARE. We
certainly would be copposed to the Department of Energy helping TVA
complete a nuclear power plant. We view nuclear power as a
“cestly mistake” in the first place.

We have been working for years trying to stop the Department
of Energy from building nuclear bombs, in Oak Ridge and elsewhere.
We support the Nuclear Non-Proliferation Treaty, the Comprehensive
Test Ban Treaty, no furher nuclear testing of any kind and the
rapid dismantlement of nuclear weapons. We do not believe that §5
billion should be spent a year on our nuclear weapons arsenal,
creating more deadly H bombs out of old ones. We believe the
program is not politically appropriate, respensible, moral or
logical.

In that testimony, we quoted from the June 1997 issue of
PHYSICS TODAY that contained several articles on radicactive waste
and nuclear safety, mentioning a 12 year tritium leak to
groundwater from a nt fuel holding tank of a reactor at
Brookhaven National Laboratory. I menticned the public trust of
the management of any nuclear reactor or research laboratory
anywhere in the world is slim and justifiably should be )
nonexistant. The history of secrets, deceptions, denials and lies
preclude trust and engenders anxiety. These in the industry and
the NRC are seemingly confident that nuclear science has the
answers and must be pursued no matter what the costs. We consider
this a faith based on self-dillusion and blind arrogance.
Aklternatively using the economic resources devoted to nuclear
reactors and weapons, by the United States alone, for only a few

|‘4/23.13

1/01.01

2/07.02

3/02.01

5/01.10

6/08.04

I‘4(confd)

Commentor No. 248: Mayor Donald B. Clark (Cont’d)

months, could solve the world hunger and literacy problems and
fund world wide environmewntal restoration. Redirecting the human
resources of the nuclear and war industries to the meeting of
creation neads is essential, in my view.

I ¢onclude that testimony by claiming that NO ONE CAN JUSTIFY
FURTHER TOXIC IMPACTS ON THIS REGION, citing several toxic impacts
of Oak Ridge reported in the newspapers back in 1997. Since then
the Tennessean newspaper has had several articles on the health of
employaes and area communities as well as a Special Report on the
toxic impacts of nuclear and secondary sites accross the nation.
An editorial on the date of the special report, September 29,1998
is attached.

Copies of my testimony on August 7, 1997 and Fdebruary
26,1998, less several attachments, are also provided.

Thank you for the opportunity to present our views again.

Since my last testimony, I have been elected Mayor of Pleasant
Hill, TN and, in addition to involvements listed previously, have
been added to the Steering Committee of the OBED Watershed
Association and the Cumberland Chapter of Save Our Cumberland
Mountainsa.

United Church of Christ, Network for Environmental & Economic Responsibility
Donald B, Clark, Convenor P.0O.Box 220, Pleasant Hill, TN 38578
{831) 277 5467 Fax: 277-5593 clarkid @multipro.com

Cumberland Countiane for Peace & Justige
Donald B.Clark, Chair of Steering Committee
P.0.Box 220, Pleasant Hill, TN 38578_ i -
(931) 277-5467 Fax: 277-5593 e¢larkjdémultipro.com

NEER

Network for Environmental
and Economic Responsibility

United Church of Christ

4(cont'd)

7/10.04
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Commentor No. 249: Stephef. Smith

Forward Header
Subject: TV A and Tritium
Author: <sasmith@TnGreen.com>
Date: 12/17/98 10:44 AM

Steve,
[ wanted to get the summary of my TVERC comments the other night.

1. We do see the need for Tritium at this time, DOE has not presented a I‘ 1/02.01
compelling case for the need. '

2. We see the use of a CLWR as a clear violation of the
Ve . . 2/01.04
non-proliferation treaty, no matter which reactor is chosen.

3. We feel strongly that the Vice President's office has influenced this
decision, and this will compromise his ability to stand before the world
community in the future if elected to a higher office and argue against
weapons of mass destruction. We see that he has been too involved in 3/01.15
moving this TVA agenda. We will also work hard to expose his role both
nationally and internattonally if this goes forward in the coming

months.

4. Given the options of Bellefonte and Watts Bar, we see the Watts Bar
option as the least environmentally destructive, given that Bellefonte

is a "clean site”. We also see Watts Bar has offering the greatest
flexibility at the least cost given the future likelihood of addition
weapons reductions.

5. We feel it has been a great miss characterization of the facts to say 4/07.08
there is over whelming support for Bellefonte in Alabama. This is not ’
true outside of those who have a direct economic benefit from the
proposal. The fact that Alabama State Rep. John Robinson from Scottsboro
was reelected by a 70-30 margin while he was vocal in his opposition to

the Beliefonte proposal is clear evidence of this, and the closest thing

to a citizen vote to date. We feel there is a large but not vocal

opposition to Bellefonte and tritium in the community in Alabarma.

If these could be gotten directly to the Richardson that would be great,
I have zero confidence that Sohinki can respresent cur view objectively.

Thanks for your help
Stephen A. Smith, DVM

Executive Director
TVERC

Commentor No. 250: Oak Ridge Environmental Peace Alliance

57 ﬂ?ia

10 December 1998

‘The Hongrable Bill Richardson, Secretary
‘The United States Department of Energy
1000 Independence Avenue, SW
Washington DC 20583

Dear Secretary Richardson:

We are writing to express in the strongest possible terms our opposition to the production of

tritium for nuclear wezpons in the Watts Bar, Sequoyzh, and Beliefonte commercial nuclear 1/07.02
reactors of the Tennessee Valtey Authority or In 4 linear accelerator at Savannah River. We hold

these strong beliefs for these reasons;

WE DO NOT NEED MORE TRITIUM

According o DOE's own estimates, the US has enough tritium to last until 2016 {see the Triiium
Programmatic Environmental Impact Statement).

WE SHOULD END THE ARMS RACE, NOT PROLONG IT

The proposed “need” for tritium is based on maintaining 2 huge START 1 arsenal well into the 2/02.02
next century. This action, and its accompanying billion dollar price tag, is incomprehensible. The
Depariment of Defense recently advocated deeper than START 2 cuts in the US arsenal. General
Lee Butler, retired in 1994 as the head NATO strategic forces, has called for abolition, Former
President Jimmy Carter has also called for steps to abolish nuclear weapons. Why is the Depart-
ment of Energy proceeding to build up the arsenal?

MAKING TRITIUM IN COMMERCIAL REACTORS
VIOLATES US POLICY

The US has prevailed upon other nations to maintain a complete ban on the use of commercial
facilities for military nuclear purposes. This ban is so thorough, the US can not purchase Uranium
. i L . ! 3/01.09
from foreign suppliers to make tritium in TVA reaclors. Now the US proposes to unilaterally break
the ban, sending a clear message to the rest of the world.
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Commentor No. 250: Oak Ridge Environmental Peace Alliance

(cont’d)

MAKING TRITIUM YIOLATES THE NONPROLIFERATION TREATY
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Commentor No. 251: im & Jennifer Proffitt

December 15, 1998

U.S. Department of Energy
Commercial Light Water Reactor Project Office
P.0O. Box 44539

Washington, D.C. 20026-4539
Dear Mr. Sohinki:
Please consider our request - Do not preduce

Tritium in the Tennessee Valley expecially
Watts Bar reactor.

We are raising samll children here and have

everything to loose and nothing to gain from this

We do support the safety of our Country but we
also support the safety and health of our family
and friends of the Tennessee Valley. PLEASE

do not bring this to Tennessee.

Thanks for our consideration.

Tid Proffitt
Jennifer Proffitt

cc: Zach Wgmp, Congress
Al Gore, Vice President

Tim Proffitt
Route 1, Box 221
Decatur, Tn. 37322

1/07.07
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Commentor No. 252: Ned & Joyce Proffitt

becember 15, 1998

U.S. Department of Energy

Commercial Light Water Reactor Project Office’
P.0. Box 44539

Washington, D.C. 20026-4539

Dear Mr. Sohinki and All I May Concern:

Please do not produce Tritium in the Tennessee Valley
and especially at Watts Bar and Sequoyah reactors. 1/07.07

I am not against protecting our country and being

ready to defend our country. Please consider there

are too many people down river from Watts Bar in 2/15.03
case of an accident. This is the water that most

people drink including Chattanooga.

Please do not contaminate the whole country. Leave

it in the Savanah River area that already has the |‘yo&oz
damage.

Please condiser the lives of the people of the 1(cont'd)
Tennessee Valley.

Yours truly,

e
ey ce '

ed 'Proffi

Joyce Proffitt

cc: Zach Wamp, Congress
Al Gore, Vice President

Ned Proffitt
Route 1, Box 249
Decatur, Tn. 37322

Commentor No. 253: Kristina K. Stark

R
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Commentor No. 253: Kiristina K. Stark (Cont’d)

W¢ are members of the Oakley High School Dobate Team from Northwest
Kansas. As you may, or may not know, this year's debate tepic deals with the United
States and Ruesian fareign poficy. We have encountorod a propogal that seeks 1o
import Rusgian tritium from nuclear reactors to meet United States detense needs. We
reslize that there may be a tritium shortage in the United States in the future, but we
betiesve importing Rusalan nuolear by-products will have negative consequences. We
are noarghing for ifformation showing that the United States will be able to produce is
own tritium eupply for the future. We have read information on the APT project, and we
baligve that this may be a possitie means of obtairing titium. We would appreciate
any information supporting the conclusion that the Uniled States will be abie t©
praduce s own tritium. Thank you for your Ume,

st ftak
e

1/01.14

Commentor No. 254: Petition

December 9, 1998

The Honorabie Bill Richardson
Secretary of Energy

U.8. Department of Energy

1000¢ Independence Avenue, S.W.
Washington, DC 20585

Dear Secretary Richardson:
RE: TRITIUM PRODUCTION

We the undersigned have strongly supported and continue to strongly support tritium
production at TVA’s Bellefonte Nuclear Plant. For the past year we have put forth our energy
toward the ultimate goal of the DOE selection of the Bellefonte option. All of our efforts (i.e.,
letter writing, contacting U.S. Representatives and Senators, opposing legislative language
that would have eliminated use of Commercia! Light Water Reactors, attending meetings, etc.)
has been exerted only for Bellefonte. Had it not been for the efforts of people such as we,
the Commercial Light Water Reactor option would not be available to DOE today. We
confinue to support only Bellefonte for the following reasons:

1. ECONOMIC REASONS
s Only Bellefonte provides new jobs
« Only Bellefonte provides lowest cost to the taxpayers
+ Only Bellefonte provides multi-state economic benefits
» Only Bellefonte revenue offer provides payback provisions to benefit the taxpayer

2. PUBLIC POLICY
« Only Bellafonte has strong focal and state support
+ Only Bellefonte has strong bipartisan congressicnal support
» Only Bellefonte has strong organized labor support

3. TECHNICAL REASONS
» Only Bellefonte would be a dedicated facility for tritium production
» Only Bellefonte would offer production flexibility with operating cycle lengths

4. ENVIRONMENTAL REASONS
» Bellefonte completion provides new electric power generation with no additional
greenhouse amissions and supports recent Administration clean air initiatives
NAME ADDRESS
0;’5‘ 25 &/ﬂ?’“

o7 - 28 Fppovak

MZ»«Z
Gt L. Joedna

1/07.03
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Commentor No. 254: Petition (Cont’d)

December 9, 1998

The Honorable Bill Richardson
Secretary of Energy

U.S. Department of Energy

1000 Independence Avenue, S.W.
Washington, DC 20585

Dear Secretary Richardson:
RE: TRITIUM PRODUCTION

Woe the undersigned have strongly supported and continue to strongly support tritium production
at TVA's Bellefonte Nuclear Plant. For the past year we have put forth our energy toward the
ultimate goal of the DOE selection of the Bellefonte option. All of cur efforts {i.e., Istter writing,
contacting U.S. Representatives and Senators, opposing legislative language that would have
eliminated use of Commercial Light Water Reactors, attending meetings, etc.) has been exerted
only for Bellefonte. Had it not been for the efforts of peaple such as we, the Commercial Light
Water Reactor option would not be available to DOE today. We continue to support only
Ballefonte for the following reasons:

1. ECONOMIC REASONS
+ Dnly Ballefonte provides new jobs
« Only Bellefonte provides lowest cost to the taxpayers
+ Dnly Ballefonta provides multi-state economic benefits
« Dnly Bellefonta revenue offer provides payback provisions to benefit the taxpayer

2. PUBLIC POLICY
+ Only Bellefonte has strong local and state support
+ Only Bellefonte has strong bipartisan congressional support
+ Only Bellefonte has sirong organized labor support

3. TECHNICAL REASONS
+ Only Bellefonte would be a dedicated facility for tritium production
s Only Bellefante would offer preduction flexibility with operating cycle lengths

4. ENVIRONMENTAL REASONS
« Bellafonte completion provides new electric power generation with no additional
greenhouse emissions and supports recent Administration clean air initiatives

NAME ADDRESS

1(cont'd)
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Commentor No. 254: Petition (Cont’d)

December 2, 1988

The Honcrable Bill Richardscn
Secretary of Energy

U.S. Department of Energy

1000 Independence Avenue, S.W.
Washington, DC 20585

Dear Secretary Richardson:
RE: TRITIUM PRODUCTION

We the undersigned have strongly supported and continue to strongly support tritium preduction
at TVA's Bellefante Nuclear Plant. For the past year we have put forth our energy toward the
ultimate goal of the DOE selection of the Bellefonte option. All of our efforts (i.e., letter writing,
contacting U.S. Representatives and Senators, opposing legislative language that would have
eliminated use of Commercial Light Water Reactors, attending meetings, etc.) has teen exerted
only for Bellefonte. Had it not been for the efforts of people such as we, the Commercial Light
Water Reactor option would not be available ta DOE teday. We continue to support only
Bellefonte for the following reasons:

1. ECONOMIC REASONS
« Only Bellefonte provides new jobs
« Only Bellefonte provides lowest cost to the taxpayers
* Cnly Bellefonte provides multi-state economic benefits
+ Only Bellefonte revenue offer provides payback provisions to benefit the taxpayer 1(C0nt’d)

2. PUBLIC POLICY
s Only Bellefante has strong local and state support
= Only Bellefonte has strong bipartisan congressienal support
s Only Bellefonte has strong organized |abor suppert

3. TECHNICAL REASONS
* Only Bellefonte would be a dedicated facility for tritium production
« Only Bellefonte would offer production flexibility with operating cycle lengths

4. ENVIRONMENTAL REASONS
s Bellefonte completion provides new electric power generation with no additional
greenhouse emissions and supports recent Administration ctean air initiatives

NAME ADDRESS

Yot it Bt 1270 W funl RA Tlorge, A3
by . Brawlly 135 BMW@&?@W Al 3sede
4 3685 Dowdy ln. enee. Hl 333
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Commentor No. 254: Petition (Cont’d)

December 9, 1958

The Honorable Bill Richardson
Secretary of Energy

U.S. Department of Energy

1000 Independence Avenue, S.W.
Washington, DC 20585

Dear Secretary Richardson:
RE: TRITIUM PRODUCTION

We the undersigned have strongly supported and continue to strongly support fritium
production at TVA's Bellefonte Nuclear Plant. For the past year we have put forth our energy
toward the ultimate goal of the DOE selection of the Bellefonte option. All of our efferts (i.e.,
letter writing, contacting U.S. Representatives and Senators, opposing legislative language
that would have eliminated use of Commercial Light Water Reactors, attending meetings, etc.)
has been exerted anly for Bellefonte. Had it not been for the efforts of paople such as we,
the Commercial Light Water Reactor option would not be available to DOE today. We

continue to support only Belleforte for the fallowing reasons:

1. ECONOMIC REASONS
+ Only Bellefonte provides new jobs
s Only Bellefonte provides lowest cost to the taxpayers
+ Only Bellefonte provides multi-state economic banefits
+ Only Bellefonte revenue offer provides payback provisions to bensfit the taxpayer

2. PUBLIC POLICY
+ Only Bellefonte has strong local and state support
« Only Bellefonte has strong bipartisan congressional support
+ Only Bellefonte has strong organized labor support

3. TECHNICAL REASONS
+ Only Bellefonte would be a dedicated facility for tritium production
s Only Bellefonte would offer production flexibility with operating cycle lengths

4. ENVIRONMENTAL REASONS
+ Bellefonte completion provides new electric power generation with no additional
greenhouse emissions and supponts recent Administration clean air initiatives
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1(cont'd)

Commentor No. 254: Petition (Cont’'d)

December 9, 1998

The Honorable Bill Richardson
Secretary of Energy

LS. Department of Energy

1000 Independance Avenus, S.W.
Washington, DC 20585

Dear Secretary Richardson:
RE: TRITIUM PROGDUCTION

We the undersigned have strongly supported and continue to strongly support tritium
production at TVA’s Bellefonte Nuclear Plant. For the past year we have put forth our energy
toward the ultimate goal of the DOE selection of the Bellefonte option. All of our efforts (i.e.,
letter writing, contacting U.5. Representatives and Senators, opposing legislative language
that would have eliminated use of Commaercial Light Water Reactors, attending meetings, etc.)
has been exerted only for Bellefonte. Had it not been for the efforts of people such as we,
the Commercial Light Water Reactor option would not be available to DOE today. We
continue to support only Bsllefonte for the following reasons:

1. ECONCMIC REASONS
+« Only Bellefonte provides new jobs
« Only Bellefonte provides lowest cost to the taxpayers
«  Only Bellefonte provides multi-state economic banefits
« Only Bellefonte revenue offer provides payback provisions to benefit the faxpayer

2. PUBLIC POLICY
« Only Bellefonte has strong local and state support
« Only Bellefonita has strong bipartisan congressional support
» Only Bellefonte has strong crganized labor suppert

3. TECHNICAL REASONS

= Only Bellefonte would be a dedicated facility for tritium production

= Only Bellefonte would offer production flexibility with operating cycle lengths
4. ENVIRONMENTAL REASONS

+ Bellefonte completion provides new electric power generation with no additional
greenhouse emissions and supports recant Administration clean air initiatives
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Commentor No. 254: Petition (Cont’d)

RE: TRITIUM PRODUCTION
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Commentor No. 254: Petition (Cont’d)

December 9, 1998

The Honorable 8ill Richardson
Secretary of Energy

LS. Department of Energy

1000 Independence Avenue, S.\W.
Washington, DC 20585

Dear Secretary Richardson:
RE: TRITIUM PRODUCTION

We the undersigned have strongly supported and centinue to strongly support tritium
production at TVA's Bellefonte Nuclear Plant. For the past year we have put forth our energy
toward the ultimate goat of the DOE sedection of the Bellefonte option. Al of cur efforts (i.e.,
letter writing, contacting U.S. Representatives and Senators, opposing legislative language
that would have eliminated use of Commercial Light Water Reactors, attending meetings, ete.)
has been exented only for Bellefonte, Had it not been for the efforts of people such as we,
the Gommercial Light Water Reactor option would not be available to DOE today. We
continue to support only Bellefonte for the following reasons:

1. ECONOMIC REASONS
s Only Bellefonte provides new jobs
» Only Bellefonte provides lowest cost to the taxpayers
+ Only Bellefonte provides multi-state economic benefits
= Only Bellefonte revenue offer provides payback previsions to benefit the taxpayer l(cont’d)

2. PUBLIC POLICY
+ Only Bellefonte has strong focal and state support
* Only Bellefonte has strong bipartisan congressional support
+ Only Bellefonte has strong organized labor support

3. TECHNICAL REASONS
« Only Bellefonte would be a dedicated facility for tritium production
* Only Bellefonte would offer production flexibility with operating eycle lengths

4. ENVIRONMENTAL REASONS
+ Bellefonte completion provides new electric power generation with no additional
greenhouse emissions and supports recent Administration clean air initiatives
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Commentor No. 254: Petition (Cont’d)
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Commentor No. 254: Petition (Cont’'d)

Decamber 9, 19938

The Honorable Bill Richardson
Secretary of Energy

().5. Department of Energy

1000 Independence Avenue, S.W.
Washington, DC 20585

Dear Secretary Richardsen:
RE: TRITIUM PRODUCTION

Woe the undersigned have strongly supported and continue te strongly support tritium
production at TVA’s Bellefonte Nuclaar Plant. For the past year we have put forth our energy
toward the ultimate goal of the DOE selaction of the Bellefonte option. All of our efforts (i.e.,
letter writing, ¢ontacting U.S. Representatives and Senators, opposing legislative language
that would have eliminated use of Commercial Light Water Reactors, attending meetings, etc.)
has bean exeried only for Bellefonte. Had it not been for the efforts of people such as we,
the Commercial Light Water Reactor option would not ba available to DOE today. We
continue to support only Bellefonte for the following reasons:

1. ECONCMIC REASONS

« Only Bellefonte provides new jobs

« Only Bellefonte provides lowest cost to the taxpayers
« Only Bellefonte provides multi-state economic benefits
-

Only Bellefonte revenue offer provides payback provisions to benefit the taxpayer 1(cont'd)

2. PUBLIC POLICY
s Only Bellefonte has strong local and state support
+« Only Bellefonfe has strong bipartisan congressional support
« Only Bellefonte has strong organized labor support

3. TECHNICAL REASONS
« Only Bellefonte would be a dedicated facility for tritium production
+ Only Bellefonte would offer production flexibility with operating cycle lengths

4. ENVIRONMENTAL REASONS
+ Bellefonte completion provides new efectric power generation with no additional
greenheuse emissions and swpports recent Administration clean air initiatives
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Commentor No. 254: Petition (Cont’'d)

Detember 9, 1998

The Honorable Bill Richardson
Segretary of Energy

U.§. Department of Energy

1040 Independence Avenue, S.\W.
Washington, DC 20585

De#r Secratary Richardson:
RE.| TRITIUM PRODUCTION

the undersigned have strongly supported and continue to strongly support tritium
pro uction at TVA's Bellefonte Nuclear Plant, For the past year we have put forth our energy
rd the ultimate goal of the DOE selection of the Belleforite option. All of our efforts (i.2.,
Ietl rwiiling, eontacting U.S. Representatives and Senators, opposing legislative language
that would have elfiminated use of Commercial Light Water Reactors, attending meetings, etr )
hag been exerted only for Bellsfonte Had it not heen for the afforts of people such as we,
the|Commaercial nghl VWater Reactor option wo e available to DOE today. We

canginue to gupport only BaHllafonta for the following reasons:

1. ECONOMIC REASONS
Only Ballefonte provides new jobs
Only Bellefonte provides lowsst cost to the taxpayers
Qnly Bellefonte provides multi-state ezenomic benafits
Only Ballefonte revenue offer provides payback provisions to benefit the taxpayer

Only Bellsfonte has strona local and state support
Only Bellefonte has strong bipartisan congressional support

2. ruauc POLICY
Only Ballefonte has strong organized labor support

Only Bellefonte would be a dedicated facility for tritium production

3, recumcm. REASONS
Only Beliefonte would offer production flaxibility with operating cycle langths

4. FNVIRONMENTAL REASONS
Baliefonte completion provides new electric power gengration with no additional
greenhouse amissions and supports recant Administration clean air initiatives
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Commentor No. 254: Petition (Cont’d)

December 9, 1998

The Monorable Bill Richardson
Secretary of Energy

1.5. Dapartment of Energy

1000 Independence Avenue, S.W.
Washington, DG 20585

Dear Secretary Richardsan:
RE: TRITIUM PRODUCTION

Ve the undearsigned have strongly supported and continue ta strongly support tritium

production at TVA's Bellefonte Nuclear Plant. - For the past year we have put forth our energy
toward tha ultimate goal of the DOE selaction:of the Bellsfonte option. Afl of our efforts {i.e.,
letter writing, contacting .S, Representatives and Senators, opposing legisiative language that
would have stiminated use of Commercial Light Water Reactors, attending meatings, etc.) has
been exeried only for Bellefonte. Had it not been for the efforts of people such &5 we, the
Commercial Light Water Reactor option would not he svailable to DOE today. We continue to
support only Belisfonts for the following reasons:’

1. ECONOMIC REASONS
a  Only Bellsfonte provides new joabs
= Only Bellefonte pravides lowest cost {o the taxpayers
« Only Ballsfonts provides muli-state economic benefits
« Only BoHefonte revenue offer provides payback provisions to benefit the taxpayer

2. PUBLIC POLICY ) )
= Only Bellefonte has sirong local and state- support
« Only Bellafonte has sirong bipartisan:congréssional support
= Only Bellefonte has strong organizad labor support

3. TECHNICAL REASONS
» Only Bellefonte would be a dedicatmd: facility for tritium preduction
* Only Bellsfonte would offer praduction flexibility with operating cycle lengths

4. EMVIRONMENTAL REASGNS .
« Bellefonte complation provides naw electric powsr generation with no additional
greenhouse emissions and suppaorts recent Adminlstration clean air initiatives
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1(cont'd)
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Commentor No. 254: Petition (Cont’d)

December @, 1998

The Honorable Bill Richardson
Secretary of Energy

U.S. Dapartment of Energy

1000 Independence Avenue, S.W,
Washington, DC 20585

Dear Secretary Richardson:
RE: TRITIUM PRODUCTION

We the undersigned have strongly supported and continue to strongly support tritium
production at TVA's Bellefonte Nuclear Plant. For the past year we have put forth our energy
toward the ultimate goal of the DOE selection of the Bellefonte option. All of our efforts (i.e.,
letter writing, contacting U.S. Representatives and Senators, opposing legislative language
that would have eliminated use of Commercial Light Water Reactors, attending meetings, efc)
has been exerted only for Bellefonte. Had it not been for the efforts of people such as we,
the Commercial Light Water Reactor option would not be available to DOE today. We
continue to support only Bellefonte for the following reasons:

1. ECONOMIC REASONS
+ Only Bellefonte provides new jobs
s Only Bellsfonte pravides lowast cost to the taxpayers
= Only Bellefonte provides multi-state economic benefits
« Only Bellefonte revenue offer provides payback provisions to benefit the taxpayer

2. PUBLIC ROLICY
* Only Bellefonte has strong local and state support
* Only Bellefente has strong bipartisan congressional support
« Only Bellefonte has strong organized labor support

3. TECHNICAL REASONS
+ Only Bellefonte would be a dedicated facility for tritium production
= Only Bellefonte would offer production flexibility with operating cycle lengths

4. ENVIRONMENTAL REASONS
+ Bellefonte completion provides new electric power generation with no additional
greenhouse emissions and supports recent Administration clean air initiatives
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Commentor No. 254: Petition (Cont’'d)

December 9, 1998

The Honorable Bill Richardson
Secretary of Energy

U.S, Department of Energy

1000 Independence Avenue, S.W.
‘Washington, DC 20585

Dear Secretary Richardson:
RE: TRITIUM PRODUCTION

We the undersigned have strongly supported and continue to strongly support tritium production
at TVA’s Bellefonte Nuclear Plant. For the past year we have put forth our energy toward the
ullimate goal of the DOE selection of the Bellefonte option. All of our efforts (j.e., letter writing,
contacting U.5. Representatives and Senators, opposing legislative language that would have
eliminated use of Gommercial Light Water Reactors, attending meetings, etc.) has been exerted
only for Bellefonte. Had it not baen for the efforts of people such as we, the Commercial Light
Water Reactor option would not be available to DOE today. We continue to support only
Bellefonte for the following reasons:

1. ECONOMIC REASONS

s Only Bellefonts provides new jobs

« Only Ballefonte provides lowest cost to the taxpayers

+ Qnly Bellefonte provides multi-state economic benefits

* Only Bellefonta revenue offer provides payback provisions to benefit the taxpayer 1(cont'd)
2. PUBLIC FOLICY

» Only Bellefonte has strong local and state support

« Only Bellsfonts has strong bipartisan congressional support

¢ Only Bellefonte has strong organized labor support

3. TECHNICAL REASONS
= Only Ballsfonts would be a dedicated facility for tritium production
« Only Ballafonte would offer production flexibility with operating cycle lengths

4, ENVIRONMENTAL REASONS
« Bellefonte completion provides new electric power generation with no additional
greenhouse emissions and supports recent Administration clean air initiatives
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Commentor No. 254: Petition (Cont’d)

December 9, 1993

The Honorable Bill Richardson
Secretary of Ensrgy

U.S. Department of Energy

1000 Independence Avenue, SW.
Washingten, DC 20585

Dear Secrefary Richardson:
RE: TRITIUM PRODUCTION

We the undersigned have strongly supported and continue to strongly support tritium production
at TVA's Bellefonte Nuclear Plant. For the past year we have put forth our energy toward the
ultimate goal of the DOE selsction of the Bellefonte option. All of our efforts (i.e., letier writing,
contacting U.S. Representatives and Senators, opposing legislative language that would have
eliminated use of Commercial Light Water Reactors, attending meetings, etc.) has been exerted
only for Bellefonte. Had it not been for the efforts of people such as we, the Commercial Light
Water Reactor opticn would not be available to DOE today. We continue to support only
Bellefonte for the following reasons:

1. ECONOMIC REASONS
« Only Bellefonte provides new jobs
+ Only Bellafonte provides lowest cost fo the taxpayers
+ Only Bellefonte provides multi-stale economic benefits
+ Only Bellefonte revenue offer provides payback provisions to benefit the taxpaysr

2. PUBLIC POLICY
+« Only Bellefonte has strong local and state support
« Only Bellefonte has strong bipartisan congressional support
+ Only Bellefonte has strong organized labor support

3. TECHNICAL REASONS
+ Only Bellefonte would be a dedicated facility for tritium production
« Only Bellefonte would offer production flexibility with operating cycle lengths

4. ENVIRONMENTAL REASONS
+ Ballefonte complation provides new electric power generation with no additional
greenhouse emissions and supports recent Administration clean air initiatives
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Commentor No. 254: Petition (Cont’'d)

December 9, 1888

The Honorable Bill Richardson
Sacretary of Energy

U.8. Department of Energy

1000 Independence Avenue, S.W.
Washington, DC 20585

Dear Secretary Richardson:
RE: TRITIUM PRODUCTION

We the undersigned have strongly supported and continue to strongly support tritium
production at TVA's Bellefonte Nuclear Plant. For the past year we have put forth our energy
toward the ultimate goal of the DOE selection of the Bellefonte option. All of our efforts (i.e.,
letter writing, contacting U.S. Representatives and Senators, opposing legislative language
that would have eliminated use of Commercial Light Water Reactors, attending meetings, tc.)
has been exerted oply for Beflefonte. Had it not been for the efforts of people such as we,
the Commercial Light Water Reactor option would not be available to DOE teday. We
continue to support only Bellefonte for the following reasons:

1, ECONOMIC REASONS

Only Bellefonte provides new jobs

Only Bellefonte provides lowest cost to the taxpayers

Only Bellefonte provides multi-state economic benefits

Only Bellefonte revenue offer provides payback provisions to benefit the taxpayer

2. PUBLIC POLICY
= Only Beltefonte has strong local and state support
» Only Beltefonte has strong bipartisan congressional support
» Only Beliefonte has strong crganized labor support

3. TECHNICAL REASONS
« Only Bellefonte would be a dedicated facility for tritium production
+ Only Bellefonte would offer production flexibility with operating cycle lengths

4. ENVIRONMENTAL REASONS
+ Bellefonte completion provides new electric powar generation with no additional
greenhouse emissions and supports recent Administration clean air initiatives
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Commentor No. 254: Petition (Cont’d)

Dacember 9, 1988

The Honorable Bill Richardson
Secratary of Energy

U.S. Department of Energy

1004 Independence Avenus, S.W.
Washington, DC 20585

Dear Secretary Richardson:
RE: TRITIUM PRODUCTION

We the undersigned have strongly supported and continue to strongly support tritium
production at TVA's Bellefonte Nuclear Plant. For the past year we have put forth our energy
toward the ultimate goal of the DOE selection of the Bellefonte option. All of our efforts (i.e.,
letter writing, contacting U.S. Representatives and Senators, opposing legislative language
that would have eliminated use of Commercial Light Water Reactors, attending meetings, etc.)
has been exerted only for Bellefonte. Had it not been for the efforts of people such as we,
the Commercial Light Water Reactor option would not be available to DOE today., We

continue to support only Bellefonte for the following reasons:

1. ECONOMIC REASONS
« Only Bellefonte provides new jobs
» Only Bellefonte provides lowast cost to the taxpayers
« Only Bellefonte provides multi-state economic banehts
* Only Bellefonte revenue offer provides payback provisions to benefit the taxpayer

2. BUBLIC POLICY
» Only Bellefonte has strong local and state support
= Only Bellefonte has strong bipartisan congressional support
« Only Bellefonte has strong organized labor support

3. TECHNICAL REASONS
« Only Bellefonte would be a dedicated facility for tritium production
» Only Bellefonte would offer production flexibility with operating cycle lengths

4, ENVIRONMENTAL REASONS
+ Bellefonte completion provides new slactric power generation with no additional
greenhouse emissions and supports recent Administration clean air initiatives
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1(cont'd)
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Commentor No. 254: Petition (Cont’'d)

December 9, 1998

The Honorable Bill Richardsen
Secretary of Energy

U.B. Department of Energy

1000 Independence Avenue, S.W.
Washington, DC 20585

Dear Secretary Richardson:

RE: TRITIUM PRODUCTION

We the undersigned have strongly supported and continua to strongly support tritivm

production at TVA’s Bellefonte Nuclear Plant. For the past year we have put forth our energy

toward the ultimate goal of the DOE selection of the Bellefente option. All of our efforts (i.e.,
letter writing, contacting L.S. Representatives and Senators, opposing legislative language

that would have eliminated use of Commercial Light Water Reactors, attending meetings, etc.}

has been exerted only for Bellefonte. Had it not been for the efforts of people such as we,
the Commercial Light Water Reactor option would not be available to DOE today. We
continue to support only Bellefonte for the following reasons:

1. ECONOMIC REASONS
= Only Bellefonte provides new jobs
= Only Bellefonte provides lowest cost to the taxpayers
+ Only Bellefonte provides multi-state economic benefits
¢ Only Bellefonte revenue offer provides payback provisions to benefit the taxpayer

2. PUBLIC POLICY
» Only Bellefonte has strong local and state suppoert
« Only Bellefonte has strong bipartisan congressional support
¢ Only Bellefonte has strong organized laber support

3. TECHNICAL REASONS
+ Only Bellefonte would be a dedicated facility for tritium production
¢ Only Bellefonte would offer production flexibility with eperating cycle lengths

4. ENVIRONMENTAL REASONS
+ Bellefonte completion provides new electric power generation with no additional
greenhouse emissions and supports recent Administration clean air initiatives
NAME ADDRESS
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Commentor No. 254: Petition (Cont’d)

December 9, 1998

The Honorable Bill Richardson
Secretary of Energy

U.S. Department of Energy

1000 Independence Avenue, S.W.
Washington, DC 20585

Dear Secretary Richardson:

RE: TRITIUM PRODUCTION

We the undersigned have strongly supported and continue to strongly support tritium
production at TVA’s Bellefonte Nuclear Plant. For the past year we have put forth our anergy
toward the ultimate goal of the DOE selection of the Bellefonte option. AY of our efforts (i.e.,
letter writing, contacting U_S. Representatives and Senators, opposing legislative language
that would have eliminated use of Commercial Light Watar Reactors, attending meetings, etc.)
has been exerted only for Bellefonte. Had it not been for the efforts of people such as we,
the Commercial Light Water Reacter option would not be available to DOE today. We
continue to support only Bellefonte for the following reasons:

1.

NAME

ECONOMIC REASONS

» QOnly Bellefonte provides new jobs

» QOnly Bellefonte provides lowest cost to the taxpayers

+ Only Bellefonte pravides multi-state economic benefits

» Only Bellefonte revenue offer provides payback provisions to benefit the taxpayer

PUBLIC POLICY

= Only Bellefonte has strong local and state support

= Only Bellefonte has strong bipartisan congressional support
= Only Bellefonte has strong organized labor support

TECHNICAL REASONS
« Only Bellefonte would be a dedicated facility for tritium production
« Only Bellefonte would offer producticn flexibility with operating cycle lengths

ENVIRONMENTAL REASONS
« Bellefonte completion provides new electric power generation with no additional
greenhouse emissions and supports recent Administration clean air initiatives
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1(cont'd)

Commentor No. 254: Petition (Cont’d)

December 9, 1998

The Honorable Bill Richardson
Secretary of Energy

U.8. Department of Energy

1000 Independence Avenue, S.W.
Washingten, DC 20585

Dear Secretary Richardson:
RE: TRITIUM PRODUCTION

We the undersigned have strongly supported and continua to strongly support tritium
production at TVA's Bellefonte Nuclear Plant. For the past year we have put forth our energy
towanrd the ultimate goal of the DOE selection of the Bellefonte option. All of our efforts (j.e.,
letter writing, contacting L).S. Representatives and Senators, opposing legisiative language
that would have eliminated use of Commercial Light VWater Reactors, attending meetings, etc.)
has been exerted only for Bellefonte. Had it not been for the efforts of people such as we,
the Commercial Light Water Reactor option would not be available to DOE today. We
continue to support only Bellefonte for the following reasons:

1. ECONOMIC REASONS
« Only Bellefonte provides new jobs
« Only Bellefonte provides lowest cost to the taxpayers
+ Only Bellefonte provides multi-state economic benefits
+ Only Bellefonte revenue offer provides payback provisions to benefit the taxpayer

2. PUBLIC POLICY
+ Only Bellefonta has strong local and state support
« Only Bellefonte has strong bipartisan congressional support
= Only Bellefonte has strong organized labor support

3. TECHNICAL REASONS
+ Only Bellefonte would be a dedicated facility for tritium production
+ Only Bellefonte would offer production flexibility with operating cycle lengths

4. ENVIRONMENTAL REASONS
+ Bellefonte completion provides new electric power generation with no additional

greenhouse emissions and supports recent Administration clean air initiatives
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Commentor No. 255: Petition

December 14, 1998

To: Secretary of Energy Blll Richardson, Congresasman Zach Wamp
Congressman Van Hillary, Senator Bit Frist, Senator Frad Thompsen
Vice-Pregident Al Gore, President Blll Ciinton

We, the undersignad. are residents of Tennessee, and we are totally opposed 1o the

production of ritium at the Watts Bar Nuclear Facility. Wa do not want the production ”1/07-07
of tritium In our area. Thank you for your support in this matter.
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Commentor No. 255: Petition (Cont’d)

Dacember 14, 1598

To: Secretary of Energy Bill Richardson, Congressman Zach Wamp
Congrassman Van Hillary, Senator Bill Frist, Senator Fred Thompsen
Vice-President Al Gore, President Bill Clinton

We, the undersignad, are residents ¢f Tennessee, and we are totally opposed to the

production of tritium at the Watts Bar Nuciear Facility. We do not want the production 1(cont'd)
of tritium in our area. Thank you for your suppaort in this matter.
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Commentor No. 255: Petition (Cont’d)

December 14, 1988

To: Secratary of Energy Bill Richardson, Congrasaman Zach Wamp
Congressman Van Hillary, Senator Bill Frist, Senator Fred Thompson
vice-President Al Gore, President Bl Clinton

We, the undersigned, are residents of Tennesses, and we ara totally opposed 10 the

production of tritium at the Watts Bar Nuclear Fagility. We do not want the production 1(cont'd)
of tritium in our area. Thank you for your support in this matter.
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Commentor No. 147: Petition

AN ASSESSMENT OF THE DRAFT CLWR EIS
FOR
TRITIUM PRODUCTION AT BELLEFONTE NUCLEAR PLANT

We, the undersigned, have reviewed the draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS)
for the production of tritium in a Commercial Light Water Reactor (CLWR) dated August
1998, We find the proposed tritium production program to be environmentally safe and
to produce no measurable health effects. In addition, we conclude that Bellefonte
Nuclear Plant should be named in the EIS as the preferred alternative based on its least
life cycle cost to the U. S. taxpayer and the positive sociceconomic effects of the project.
A summary of the primary points from the draft EIS used to reach this conclusion are

shown on the attached pages. ; f/ .
< <’J/-< o n ¥ [/(C"-—- [N
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Aerospace Workers
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Commentor No. 147: Petition (Cont'd)

DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT (EIS)
FOR
TRITIUM PRODUCTION AT BELLEFONTE NUCLEAR PLANT

USES OF TRITIUM

Tritium is a radicactive isotope of hydrogen. If not properly controlled it can be dangerous, but
when controlled properly is safe and can save lives. Tritiumn is:

= Used for life science and drug metabolism studies to ensure the safety of potential new
drugs

Used for self-luminous aircraft and commercial exit signs

Used for luminous dials, gauges and wrist watches

Used to produce luminous paint

Used in Doppler Radar

Used as a triggering component {i.e., boosts yield) in nuclear weapons

LI T A

NONPROLIFERATION ISSUES
{Nonproliferation is defined as preventing the increase or spread of nuclear weapons)

Interagency Review of Nonpraliferation Implications concerming tritium production was

completed on July 14, 1958 and concluded the following:

+ Nenproliferation pelicy issues associated with a Commercial Light Water Reactor {CLWR)
are manageable and DOE should centinue to pursue the CLWR option.

= No legal or treaty prohibitions against tritium production in a CLWR.

= Many exceptions have been made over the years to separation of civilian and military use of
nuclear energy.

= Reactors producing tritium can remain on JAEA Safeguards List.

+ No bilateral "peaceful uses” agreements will be violated. Reactors making tritium will use
U.S. - origin uranium fuel.

« TVA's charter gives it a nafional security respensibility.

A House of Representatives Task Force (chaired by Lindsey Graham of South Carolina) issued
a report to the Speaker of the House in 1995 concluding:

+ Production of tritium in a commercial reactor is not a proliferation concern.

+ Producing tritium in a reacter is no different than producing tritium in an accelerator.

= Raising nenproliferation concerns is simply an argument to sell the accelerator option.

Bellefonte would be operated as a electrical power gensration facility with the ability to provide
DOE with irradiation services for tritium production,

1(cont'd)
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Commentor No. 147: Petition (Cont’d)

ISSUES REVIEWED BY EIS

Land use

Visual Resources

Air Quality

Water Quality and Use

Archeological and historic resources

Biotic (living things) resources including threatened and endangered species
Saocioeconomics (interaction of social and econemic factors)

Public and Worker Health and Safety

LI I I B IR I I

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS OF OPERATION OF BELLEFONTE REACTORS

s EIS verifies that the incremental impacts of preducing tritium in @ commercial reactor are
small with ne measurable health effects.

No air quality standards will be exceeded.

No impacts to threatened or endangered species are expecied,

There will be a visual impact from the cooling tower vapor plume.

Minimal impact on Guntersville Reservelr (0.2% of the flow).

Minor impacts to aquatic resources from impingement in cooling water intake screens
Pasitive socioeconomic impacts

B 800 Bellefonte werkers

®  Up to 800 indirect jobs

| Unemployment rate would stabilize approximately 2 % below current levels.

RADIATION EXPOSURE

SOURCES COF PUBLIC RADIATION EXPCSURE

Natural Radon - 200 millirems per year

Cosmic Radiation - 28 millirems per year

Terrestrial - 28 millirems per year

Internal {your own body)- 39 millirems per year

Medical X-Ray - 3¢ millirems each time

Nuclear Medicine - 14 millirems each use

Drinking Well Water - 1 to & millirems per year

5 Hour Airplare Flight - 2.5 millirems

Eating Food Grown with Phosphate Fertilizers - 1 to 2 millirems per year
Wearing porcelain dental crowns or dentures - 0.7 millirems per year
Cooking with Natural Gas - 0.4 millirems per year

Bellefonte Reactor Operation with Tritium Production - 0.32 millirems per year
Bellefonte Reactor Operation - 0.26 millirems per year

LI T R R T T N A R

1(cont'd)

Commentor No. 147: Petition (Cont’d)

PUBLIC RADIATION EXPOSURE COMPARISON

» Average U.S. resident (Background) - 363 millirems per year

» Resident of Denver, Colorado {Background) - 442 millirems per year

» Resident of Jackson County, AL (Background) - 355 millirems per year

» Resident of Jackson County, AL (Background plus Bellefonte Reactor Operation) - 355.26
millirems per year

* Resident of Jackson County, AL {Backgrournd plus Bellefonte Reactor Operation with
Tritium Production) - 355.32 millirems per year

CONCLUSION: BELLEFONTE SHOULD BE THE PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE!

The draft CLWR E!S does not identify a preferred alternative for producing tritium. A no acticn
alternative is for DOE to build an accelerator in South Carolina. After reviewing the draft EIS
and comparing the potential impacts associated with the alternatives, including the no action
alternative, we believe that the preferred alternative should be identified as any alternative
that includes Bellefonte. This belief is based on the following:

 Negligible environmental impacts with no measurable health effects.

Positive sociogconomic impacts supporting economic growth and development

Flexible tritium production capacity to meet changing tritium needs

Proven technelogy compared to the Ne Action alternative

Ng proeliferation issues that are not manageable under existing laws and controls associated
with CLWRs

» Least Total Life Cycle Cost

L)

1(cont'd)
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Commentor No. 147: Petition (Cont’d)

AN ASSESSMENT OF THE DRAFT CLWR EIS
FOR
TRITIUM PRODUCTION AT BELLEFONTE NUCLEAR PLANT

We, the undersigned, have reviewed the draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS)
for the production of tritium in a Commercial Light Water Reactar (CLWR) dated August
1988. We find the proposed tritium productien program to be environmentally safe and
to produce no measurable health effects. 1n addition, we conclude that Bellefonte
Nuglear Plant should be named in the EIS as the preferred alternative based on its least
life cycle cost to the U, S, taxpayer and the positive socioeconomic effects of the project.
A summary of the primary points from the draft EIS used to reach this conclusion are
shown on the attached pages.

1(cont'd)
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Commentor No. 147: Petition (Cont'd)

AN ASSESSMENT OF THE DRAFT CLWR EIS
FOR
TRITIUM PRODUCTION AT BELLEFONTE NUCLEAR PLANT

We, the undersigned, have reviewed the draft Environmental Impact Statement {EIS}
for the production of tritium in a Commercial Light Water Reactor (CLWR) dated August
1988, We find the proposed tritium production program to be environmentally safe and
to preduce no measurable health effects. In addition, we conclude that Bellefonte
Nuclear Plant should ba named in the EIS as the preferred alternative based on its least
life cycle cost to the U. 8. taxpayer and the positive socioeconomic effects of the project,
A summary of the primary points from the draft EIS used to reach this conclusion are
shown on the attached pages.
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Commentor No. 147: Petition (Cont’d)

AN ASSESSMENT OF THE DRAFT CLWR EIS
FOR
TRITIUM PRODUCTION AT BELLEFONTE NUCLEAR PLANT

We, the undersigned, have reviewed the draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS)
for the production of tritium in a Commercial Light Water Reactor {CLWR) dated August
1998. We find the proposed tritium production program to be environmentally safe and
to produce no measurable health effects. In addition, we conclude that Bellefonte
Nuclear Plant should be named in the EIS as the preferred altemative based on its least
life cycle cost to the U, S. taxpayer and the positive secioeconomic effects of the project.
A summary of the primary points from the draft EIS used to reach this conclusion are
shown on the attached pages.

1(cont'd)
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AN ASSESSMENT OF THE DRAFT CLWR EIS
FOR
TRITIUM PRODUCTION AT BELLEFONTE NUCLEAR PLANT

We, the undersigned, have reviewed the draft Enviranmental Impact Statement (EIS)
for the production of tritium in a Cornmercial Light Water Reacter (CLWR) dated August
1998. We find the proposed tritium production program to be environmentally safe and
to produce no measurable health effects. In addition, we conclude that Bellefonte
Nuclear Plant should be named in the EIS as the preferred alternative based on its least
life cycle cost to the U. S, taxpayer and the positive socioeconomic effects of the project.
A summary of the primary points from the draft EIS used to reach this canclusion are
shown on the aftached pages.
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Commentor No. 147: Petition (Cont’d)

AN ASSESSMENT OF THE DRAFT CLWR EIS
FOR
TRITIUM PRODUCTION AT BELLEFONTE NUCLEAR PLANT

We, the undersigned, have reviewed the draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS)
for the production of tritium in a Commaercial Light Water Reactor (CLWR) dated August
1998, We find the proposed tritium preduction program to be environmentally safe and
to produce ne measurable health effects. In addition, we conclude that Bellefonts
Nuclear Plant should be named in the EIS as the preferred alternative based on its least
life cycte cost to the U. . taxpayer and the positive socioeconomic effects of the project.
A summary of the primary points from the draft EIS used to reach this conclusion are
shown on the attached pages.
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AN ASSESSMENT OF THE DRAFT CLWR EIS
FOR
TRITIUM PRODUCTION AT BELLEFONTE NUCLEAR PLANT

We, the undersigned, have reviewed the draft Environmental Impact Statement (E1S)
for the production of tritium in a Commercial Light Water Reactor {CLWR) dated August
1998. We find the proposed tritium production program to be envirenmentally safe and
to produce no measurable health effects. In addition, we conclude that Bellefonte
Nuclear Plant should be named in the EIS as the preferred alternative based on its least
life cycle cost to the U, S. taxpayer and the positive socioeconomic effects of the project.
A summary of the primary points from the draft EIS used to reach this ¢onclusion are
shown on the attached pages.
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Commentor No. 147: Petition (Cont’d)

AN ASSESSMENT OF THE DRAFT CLWR EIS
FOR
TRITIUM PRODUCTION AT BELLEFONTE NUCLEAR PLANT

for the production of tritium in a Commercial Light Water Reactor {CLWR) dated August
1998, We find the proposed tritium production program to be environmentally safe and
to produce no measurable health effects. In addition, we conclude that Bellefonte
Nuclear Plant should be named in the ELS as the preferred alternative based on its least
life cycle cost to the U. §. taxpayer and the positive sociceconomic effects of the project.
A summary of the primary paints from the draft EIS used to reach this cenclusion are

We, the undersigned, have reviewed the draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) ‘
shown on the attached pages.
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AN ASSESSMENT OF THE DRAFT CLWR EIS
FOR
TRITIUM PRODUCTION AT BELLEFONTE NUCLEAR PLANT

Wa, the undersigned, have reviewed the draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS)
for the production of tritium in a Commercial Light Water Reactor (CLWR) dated August
1998. We find the proposed tritium production program to be environmentally safe and

to produce no measurable health effects, In addition, we conclude that Bellefonte
Nuglear Plant should be named in the EIS as the preferred alternative based on its least
life cycle cost to the U. S. taxpayer and the positive socioeconomic effects of the project.
A summary of the primary points from the draft EIS used to reach this conclusion are
shown on the attached pages.
Signature Address
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Commentor No. 147: Petition (Cont’d)

AN ASSESSMENT OF THE DRAFT CLWR EIS
FOR
TRITIUM PRODUCTION AT BELLEFONTE NUCLEAR PLANT

We, the undersigned, have reviewed the draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS)
for the production of tritium in a Commercial Light Water Reactor (CLWR} dated August
1998. We find the proposed tritium production pragram to be enviranmentally safe and
to produce no measurable health effects. In addition, we conclude that Bellefonte
Nuclear Plant should be named in the EIS as the preferred alternative based on ifs least
life cycle cost to the ), S, taxpayer and the positive socioeconomic effects of the project.
A summary of the primary points from the draft EIS used to reach this conclusion are
shown on the attached pages.
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AN ASSESSMENT OF THE DRAFT CLWR EIS
FOR
TRITIUM PRODUCTION AT BELLEFONTE NUCLEAR PLANT

We, the undersigned, have reviewed the draft Environmental Impaet Statement (EIS)
for the praduction of teitium in a Commercial Light Water Reactor (CLWR) dated August
1998. Wa find the proposed tritium production program to be environmentally safe and
to produce ne measurable health effects. In addition, we eonclude that Bellefonte
Nuclear Plant should be named in the EIS as the preferred altemative based on its least
life cycle cost to the U, S, taxpayer and the positive socioeconomic effects of the project.
A summary of the primary points from the draft EIS used to reach this conclusion are
shown on the attached pages,
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Commentor No. 147: Petition (Cont'd)

AN ASSESSMENT OF THE DRAFT CLWR EIS
FOR
TRITIUM PRODUCTION AT BELLEFONTE NUCLEAR PLANT

We, the undersigned, have reviewed the draft Environmental Impact Statement {EIS)
for the production of tritium in a Commercial Light Water Reactor {CLWR) dated August
1998, We find the proposed tritium production program to be environmentally safe and
to produce no measurable health effects. In addition, we conclude that Bellefonte
Nuclear Plant should be named in the EIS as the preferred alternative based on its least
life cycle cost to the U, S, taxpayer and the positive socioeconomic effects of the project.
A summary of the primary points from the draft EIS used to reach this conclusion are
shown on the attached pages.
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Commentor No. 147: Petition (Cont’d)

AN ASSESSMENT OF THE DRAFT CLWR EIS
FOR
TRITIUM PRODUCTION AT BELLEFONTE NUCLEAR PLANT

We, the undersigned, have reviewed the draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS)
for the production of tritium in a Commercial Light Water Reactor {CLWR) dated August
1998. We find the propesed tritium production program to be environmentally safe and
to produce no measurable health effects. In addition, we conclude that Bellefonte
Nuclear Plant should be named in the EIS as the preferred alternative based on its least
life cycle cost to the U, S, taxpayer and the positive sociceconomic effects of the project.
A summary of the primary points from the draft EIS used to reach this conclusion are
shown on the attached pages.
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Commentor No. 147: Petition (Cont’d)

AN ASSESSMENT QF THE DRAFT CLWR EIS
FOR
TRITIUM PRODUGCTION AT BELLEFONTE NUCLEAR PLANT

We, the undersigned, have reviewed the draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS}
for the production of tritium in a Commercial Light Water Reactor (CLWR) dated August
1998, We find the propoesed tritium production program to be environmentally safe and
to produce no measurable health effects. In addition, we conclude that Bellefonte
Nuclear Plant should be named in the EIS as the preferred alternative based on its least
life cycle cost to the U, S, taxpayer and the positive socioeconomic effects of the project.
A summary of the primary peints from the draft EIS used to reach this conclusion are
shown on the attached pages.
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Commentor No. 147: Petition (Cont'd)

AN ASSESSMENT OF THE DRAFT CLWR EIS
FOR
TRITIUM PRODUGTION AT BELLEFONTE NUCLEAR PLANT

Wa, the undersigned, have reviewed the draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS)
for the praduction of tritium in a Commaercial Light Water Reactor (CLWR) dated August
1998, We find the proposed tritium production pregram to be environmentally safe and

to produce no measurable health effects. In addition, we conclude that Bellefonte
Nuclear Plant should be named in the EIS as the preferred alternative based on its [east
life cycle cost to the U, S. taxpayer and the positive socloeconomic effects of the project.
A summary of the primary points from the draft EIS used to reach this conclusion are
shown on the attached pages.
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Commentor No. 147: Petition (Cont'd)

AN ASSESSMENT OF THE DRAFT CLWR EIS
FOR
TRITIUM PRODUCTION AT BELLEFONTE NUCLEAR PLANT

We, the undersigned, have reviewed the draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS}
for the production of tritivm in a Commercial Light Water Reacter (CLWR) dated August
1998, We find the proposed tritium production program to be environmentally safe and
to produce no measurable health effects. [n addition, we conclude that Bellefonte
Nuclear Plant should be named in the EIS as the preferred alternative based on Its least
life cycle cost to the U. S. taxpayer and the positive socioceconomic effects of the project,
A summary of the primary points from the draft EIS used to reach this conclusion are
shown on the attached pages.
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Commentor No. 147: Petition (Cont’d)

AN ASSESSMENT OF THE DRAFT CLWR EIS
FOR
TRITIUM PRODUCTION AT BELLEFONTE HUCLEAR PLANT

We, the undersigned, have reviewed the draft Environmental Impact Statement {EIS)
for the production of tritium in a Commercial Light Water Reactor {CLWR) dated August
1998, We find the proposed tritium production program to be environmentally safe and
to produce no measurable health effects. In addition, we conclude that Bellefonte
Nuclear Plant should be named in the EIS as the preferred alternative based on its least
life cycle cost to the U. §. taxpayer and the positive socioeconomic effects of the project.
A summary of the primary points from the draft EIS used to reach this ¢conclusion are
shown on the aftached pages.
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Commentor No. 147: Petition (Cont’d)

AN ASSESSMENT OF THE DRAFT CLWR EIS
FOR
TRITIUM PRODUCTION AT BELLEFONTE NUCLEAR PLANT

We, the undersigned, have reviewed the draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS)
for the production of tritium in 2 Commercial Light Water Reactor (CLWR) dated August
1998. We find the proposed iritium production program to be envirenmentally safe and
to preduce no measurable health effects. In addition, we conclude that Bellefonte
Nuclear Plant should be named in the EIS as the preferred alternative based on its least
life cycle cost to the U. $. taxpayer and the positive socioeconomic effects of the project.
A summary of the primary points from the draft EIS used to reach this conclusion ara
shown on the attached pages.
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Commentor No. 147: Petition (Cont'd)

AN ASSESSMENT OF THE DRAFT CLWR EIS
FOR
TRITIUM PRODUCTION AT BELLEFONTE NUCLEAR PLANT

We, the undersigned, have reviewed the draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS)
for the production of tritium in a Commercial Light Water Reactor (CLWR) dated August
1998. We find the proposed tritium production program to be environmentalty safe and
to produce no measurable health effects. In addition, we conclude that Bellefonte
Nuclear Plant should be named in the EIS as the preferred alternative based on its least
life cycle cost to the U. 5. taxpayer and the pesitive sociceconomic effects of the project.
A summary of the primary peints from the draft EIS used to reach this conclusjon are
shown on the attached pages.
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Commentor No. 147: Petition (Cont'd)

AN ASSESSMENT OF THE DRAFT CLWR EIS
FOR
TRITIUM PRODUCTION AT BELLEFONTE NUCLEAR PLANT

We, the undersigned, have reviewed the draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS)
for the production of tritium in a Commercial Light Water Reactor (CLWR) dated August
1998. We find the proposed tritium production program to be environmentally safe and
to produce no measurable health effects. In addition, we conclude that Bellefonte
Nuclear Plant should be named in the EIS as the preferred alternative based on its least
life cycle cost to the U. . taxpayer and the positive socioeconomic effects of the project.
A summary of the primary points from the draft EIS used to reach this conclusion are
shown on the attached pages.
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Commentor No. 147: Petition (Cont’d)

AN ASSESSMENT OF THE DRAFT CLWR EIS
FOR
TRITIUM PRODUCTION AT BELLEFONTE NUCLEAR PLANT

We, the undersigned, have reviewed the draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS}
for the preduction of tritium in a Commercial Light Water Reactor (CLWR) dated August
1998. We find the proposed tritium production program to be environmentally safe and
to produce no measurable health effects. In addition, we conclude that Bellefonte
Nuclear Plant should be named in the EIS as the preferred alternative based on its least
life cycle cost to the L. S. taxpayer and the positive socioecanomic effects of the project.
A summary of the primary points from the draft EIS used to reach this conclusion are
shown on the attached pages.
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Commentor No. 147: Petition (Cont’d)

AN ASSESSMENT OF THE DRAFT CLWR EVS
FOR
TRITIUM PRODUCTION AT BELLEFONTE NUCLEAR PLANT

We, the undersigned, have reviewed the draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS}
for the production of tritium in a Commaercial Light Water Reactor (CLWR} dated August
1998. We find the proposed tritium production program to be environmentally safe and
to produce no measurable health effects. 1n addition, we conclude that Bellefonte
Nuclear Plant should be named in the EIS$ as the prefarred alternative based on its least
life cycle cost to the U. 5. taxpayer and the positive socioeconomic effects of the project.
A summary of the primary points from the draft EIS used to reach this conciusion are
shown on the attached pages.
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Commentor No. 147: Petition (Cont'd)

AN ASSESSMENT OF THE DRAFT CLWR EIS
FOR
TRITIUM PRODUCTION AT BELLEFONTE NUGLEAR PLANT

We, the undersigned, have reviewed the draft Envirecnmental Impact Statement (E1S)
for the production of tritium in a Cemmereial Light Water Reactor (CLWR) dated August
1888. We find the proposed tritium production program to be environmentally safe and
to produce no measurable health effects. In addition, we conclude that Bellefonte
Nuclear Plant should be named in the EIS as the preferred alternative based on its least
life cycle cost to the U. S. taxpayer and the positive sacioeconamic effects of the project.
A summary of the primary paints from the draft EIS used to reach this conclusion are
shown on the attached pages.
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Commentor No. 147: Petition (Cont'd)

AN ASSESSMENT OF THE DRAFT CLWR EIS
FOR
TRITIUM PRODUCTION AT BELLEFONTE NUCLEAR PLANT

We, the undersigned, have reviewed the draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS)
for the production of tritium in a Commercial Light Water Reactor {CLWR) dated August
1998, We find the proposed tritium production program tc be environmentally safe and
to produce no measurable health effects, In addition, we conclude that Bellefonte
Nuciear Plant should be named in the EIS as the preferred alternative based on its least
life cycle cost to tha U, 8. taxpayer and the positive sociceconomic effects of the project.
A summary of tha primary peints from the draft EIS used to reach this conclusion are
shown on the attached pages.
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Commentor No. 147: Petition (Cont’d)

FOR
TRITIUM PRODUCTION AT BELLEFONTE NUCLEAR PLANT

We, the undersigned, have reviewed the draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS)
for the production of tritium in a Commercial Light Water Reactor {CLWR) dated August
1998, We find the proposed tritium production program to be environmentally safe and
to produce no measurable health effects. In addition, we conclude that Bellefonte
Nuclear Plant should be named In the EIS as the preferred alternative based on its least
life cycle cost to the U. S. taxpayer and the positive socioeconomic effects of the project.
A summary of the primary polnts from the draft EIS used to reach this conclusion are
shown on the attached pages.
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Commentor No. 147: Petition (Cont’d)

AN ASSESSMENT OF THE DRAFT CLWR E[S
FOR
TRITIUM PRODUCTION AT BELLEFONTE NUCLEAR PLANT

We, the undersigned, have reviewed the draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS)
for the production of tritium in a Commercial Light Water Reactor (CLWR) dated August
1998. We find the proposed tritium production program to be environmentally safe and
to produce no measurable health effects. In addition, we conclude that Bellefonte
Nutlear Plant should be named inthe EIS as the preferred alternative based on its least
life cycla cost to the U, S, taxpayer and the positive sociceconomic effects of the project.
A summary of the primary points from the draft EIS used to reach this conclusion are
shown on the attached pages,
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Commentor No. 147: Petition (Cont'd)

AN ASSESSMENT OF THE DRAFT CLWR EIS
FOR
TRITIUM PRODUCTION AT BELLEFONTE NUCLEAR PLANT

We, the undersigned, have reviewed the draft Envirenmental impact Statement {EIS)
for the production of tritium in a Commercial Light Water Reactor (CLWR) dated August
1988. We find the proposed tritium production program to be environmentally safe and
to produce no measurable health effects. In addition, we conclude that Bellefonte
Nuclear Plant should be named in the EIS as the preferred alternative based on its least
life cycie cost to the U, S. taxpayer and the positive socioeconomic effects of the project.
A summary of the primary points from the draft EIS used to reach this conclusion are
shown on the attached pages.
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Commentor No. 147: Petition (Cont'd)

AN ASSESSMENT OF THE DRAFT CLWR EIS
FOR
TRITIUM PRODUCTION AT BELLEFONTE NUCLEAR PLANT

We, the undersigned, have reviewed the draft Envirenmental Impact Statement (EIS)
for the production of tritium in a Commercial Light Water Reactor (CLWR) dated August
1998. We find the preposed tritium production program to be environmentaily safe and

to produce ne measurable health effects. In additicn, we conclude that Bellefonte
Nuclear Plant should be named in the EIS as the preferred alternative based on its least
life cycle cost to the U. 8. taxpayer and the positive socioeconomic effects of the project.
A summary of the primary points from the draft EIS used to reach this conclusion are
shown on the attached pages.
Signature Address
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1(cont'd)

Commentor No. 147: Petition (Cont’d)

AN ASSESSMENT OF THE DRAFT CLWR EIS
FOR
TRITIUM PRODUCTION AT BELLEFONTE NUCLEAR PLANT

We, the undersigned, have reviewed the draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS)
for the production of tritium in a Commercial Light Water Reactor (CLWR) dated August
1998, We find the proposed tritium production program to be environmentally safe and
to produce no measurable health effects. In addition, we conclude that Bellefonte
Nuclear Plant should be named in the EIS as the preferred alternative based on its least
life cycle cost to the U. 5. taxpayer and the positive socioceconomic effects of the project.
A summary of the primary points from the draft EIS used to reach this conclusion are
shown on the attached pages.
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Return Petition to Louvain Edmondson, OPS 2B - SQN, by October 6, 1998
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Commentor No. 147: Petition (Cont’d)

AN ASSESSMENT OF THE DRAFT CLWR EIS
FOR
TRITIUM PRODUCTION AT BELLEFONTE NUCLEAR PLANT

We, the undersigned, have reviewed the draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS)
for the production of tritium in a Commercial Light Water Reactor (CLWR) dated August
1998. We find the propesed tritium production program to be environmentally safe and
to produce no measurable health effects. In addition, we conclude that Bellefonte
Nuclear Plant should be named in the EIS as the preferred alternative based on its least
life cycle cost to the U. S. taxpayer and the positive socioeconomic effects of the project.
A summary of the primary points from the draft EIS used to reach this conclusion are
shown on the attached pages.

Address

MR T -C

Return Petition to Louvain Edmondson, OPS 2B - SQN, by Cctober 6, 1998
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Commentor No. 147: Petition (Cont'd)

FOR
TRITIUM PRODUCTION AT BELLEFONTE NUCLEAR PLANT

Wae, the undersigned, have reviewed the draft Environmental impact Statement (EIS)
for the production of tritium in a Commercial Light Water Reactor (CLWR} dated August
1998. We find the proposed tritium production program {o be environmentally safe and
to produce no measurable health effects. In addition, we conclude that Bellefonte
Nug¢lear Plant should be named in the 15 as the preferred alternative based on its least

life cycle ¢ost to the U. S, taxpayer and the positive soctoeconomic effects of the project.

A summaty of the primary points from the draft EI$ used to reach this conclusion are
shown on the attached pages.

Address
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Return Petition to Louvain Edmondson, OPS 2B - SQN, by Octeber 6, 1983
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Commentor No. 147: Petition (Cont'd)

AN ASSESSMENT OF THE DRAFT CLWR EIS
FOR
TRITIUM PRODUCTION AT BELLEFONTE NUCLEAR PLANT

We, the undersigned, have reviewed the draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS)
for the production of tritivm in a Commercial Light Water Reactor (CLWR) dated August
1998. We find the proposed tritium production program to be environmentally safe and
to produce no measurable health effects. In addition, we conclude that Bellefonte
Nuclear Plant should be named in the EIS as the preferred alternative based on its least
life cycle cost to the U. S. taxpayer and the positive sociveconomic effects of the project,
A summary of the primary points from the draft EIS used to reach this conclusion are
shown on the attached pages.

Address
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Signature
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Return Petition to Louvain Edmondson, OPS 2B - SQN, by Cctober 6, 1998
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Commentor No. 147: Petition (Cont’d)

AN ASSESSMENT OF THE DRAFT CLWR EIS
FOR
TRITIUM PRODUCTION AT BELLEFONTE NUCLEAR PLANT

We, the undersigned, have reviewed the draft Envircnmental Impact Statement {EIS)
for the production of tritium in a Commercial Light Water Reactor (CLWR} dated August
1958, Wa find the proposed tritium production program to be environmentally safa and
to produce no measurable health effects. In addition, we conclude that Bellefonte
Nuclear Plant should be named in the EIS as the preferred alternative based on its least
life cycle cost to the U. §. taxpayer and the positive socioecanomic effects of the project.
A summary of the primary points from the draft EIS used to reach this conclusion are
shown on the attached pages.
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Commentor No. 147: Petition (Cont’d)

AN ASSESSMENT OF THE DRAFT CLWR EIS
FOR
TRITIUM PRODUCTION AT BELLEFONTE NUCLEAR PLANT

We, the undersigned, have reviewed the draft Environmental Impact Statement (EiS)
for the production of tritium in a Commercial Light Water Reactor (CLWR) dated August
1998. We find the proposed tritium production proegram to be environmentally safe and

to praduce na measurable health effects, |n addition, we conclude that Beflefonte 1 d
Nuclear Plant should be named in the EIS as the preferred alternative based on its Jeast (Cont )
life cycle cost to the U. S. taxpayer and the positive sotioeconomic effects of the project.
A summary of the primary points from the draft EIS used to reach this conclusion are
shown on the attached pages.
Signature Address
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Commentor No. 147: Petition (Cont'd)

AN ASSESSMENT dF THE DRAFT CLWR E15
FOR
TRITIUM PRODUCTION AT BELLEFONTE NUCLEAR PLANT

We, the undersigned, have reviewed the draft Envireniental impact Statement (EIS)
far the production of tritium in a2 Commercial Light Water Reactor (CLWR) dated August
1998. We find the proposed tritium production pragram to be environmentally safe and
to produce no measurable health effects, In addition, we conclude that Bellefonte
Nuclear Plant should ba named in the EIS as the preferred alternative based on its least
life cycle cost to the U. S. taxpayer and the positive sociceconomic effects of the project.
A summary of the primary points frem the draft EIS used to reach this conclusion are
shown on the attached pages.
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Commentor No. 147: Petition (Cont'd)

TRITIUM PRODUCTION AT BELLEFONTE NUCLEAR PLANT

We, the undersigned, have reviewed the draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS)
for the production of tritiumn in a Commercial Light Water Reactor (CLWR) dated August
1998. We find the proposed tritium production program to be environmentally sate and
te produce no measurable health effects. In addition, we conclude that Bellefonte
Nuclear Plant should be named in the EIS as the preferred alternative based on its least
life cycle cost to the U. 8. taxpayer and the positive socioeconomic effects of the project.
A summary of the primary points from the draft EIS used to reach this conclusion are
shown on the attached pages.

Signature Address
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Return Petition to Louvain Edmondson, OPS 2B - SQN, by October 6, 1938
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Commentor No. 147: Petition (Cont’d)

AN ASSESSMENT OF THE DRAFT CLWR EIS
FOR
TRITIUM PRODUCTION AT BELLEFONTE NUCLEAR PLANT

We, the undersigned, have reviewed the draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS)
for the production of tritium in a Commercial Light Water Reactor {CLWR) dated August
1998. We find the proposed tritium production program te be environmentally safe and
to produce no measurable health effects. in addition, we conclude that Bellefonte
Nuclear Plant should be named in the EIS as the preferred alternative based on its least
life cycle cost to the U. 5. taxpayer and the positive socioeconomic effects of the project.
A summary of the primary points from the draft EIS used to reach this conclusion are
shown on the attached pages.
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Commentor No. 147: Petition (Cont’d)

AN ASSESSMENT OF THE DRAFT CLWR EIS
FOR
TRITIUM PRODUCTION AT BELLEFONTE NUCLEAR PLANT

We, the undersigned, have reviewed the draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS)
far the production of tritium in a Commercial Light Water Reactor (CLWR) dated August
1998. We find the proposed tritium production program to be environmentally safe and
te produce no measurable health effects. In addition, we conclude that Beillefonte
Nuglear Plant should be named In the EI$ as the preferred alternative based on its least
life cycla cost to the U. S. taxpayer and the positive sociveconomic effects of the project,
A summary of the primary points from the draft EIS used to reach this conclusion are
shown on the attached pages.
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Commentor No. 147: Petition (Cont'd)

AN ASSESSMENT (OF THE DRAFT CLWR EIS
FOR .
TRITIUM PRODUCTION AT BELLEFONTE NUCLEAR PLANT

We, the undersigned, have reviewed the draft Envirenmental Impact Statement (EIS)
for the production of tritium in a Commaereial Light Water Reactor (CLWR) dated August
1998. We find the proposed tritium production program to be envirenmentally safe and
to produce no measurable health effects. In addition, we conclude that Bellefonte
Nuelear Plant should be named in the EIS as the preferred alternative based on its least
life cycle cost to the L. S. taxpayer and the positive sociceconomic effects of the project.
A summary of the primary points from the draft EIS used to reach this cenclusion are
shown on the attached pages.
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Commentor No. 147: Petition (Cont'd)

TVA TODAY UPDATE
Friday, September 18, 1998

Language Dropped That Blocked TVA Tritium Production
A House-Senate conference committee in Congress has agreed to drop language that would have
blocked a plan to produce tritium at Bellefonte Nuclear Plant.

The Department of Energy bas been directed to provide totium to the Department of Defense
by 2005. DOE is considering the production of tritium either at Bellefonte or at a proposed linear
accelerator at DOE's Savannah River site in South Carolina

The House of Representatives had included language in its version of this year's defense-
authorization bill that woutd have prohibited using a commercial reactor such as Bellefonte's for
tritium production.

Chairman Crowell issued the following statement {oday:

On behalf of the TVA Board, | deeply appreciate the hard work of members of the Vailey
congressional delegation to keep TVA's Bellefonte Nuclear Plant as an option i produce tritium.
This readblock has been cleared because of their hard work and leadership. Beitefonte remains
in the campetgticn, and it could not have been dene without them.

Bellefonte is truly the best opticn because it:

« Saves taxpayers at least 34 billion when compared to the acceleratcr option, according to
the Cangressional Budget Office.

« Maximizes TVA's 34-billien investment in the plant.

» Creates 700 permanent jobs and hundreds more indirect jobs. That's not including the
additional censtruction jebs at the plant.

» Uses a proven technolegy that is safe and environmentally friendly.

« Meets DOD requirements for national defense.

Completing Bellefonte is censistent with TVA's poiicy of only finishing a nuclear plant if we

have a partner. Today, because of the help of the Tennessee Valley Delegation, we are one
step cleser to making that happen.

Tritium is an isotope of hydrogen that is required by all U.S. nuclear weapons. Because it
decays at a rate of about 5 percent per year, it must be replaced perodically. The United States
has not produced tritium since 1988, when the Jast tntium-production reactot was shut down at
the Savannah River site.

TVA Today is a daily source of information for TVA cmployees. Please send items or ideas to Dan Adair in Employee
Communications by e-mail (Microsoft Exchange), fax (423-632-7902) or mnteroffice mail (ET 6E-K), or call him at 423-
632-R054,

Page 1

1(cont'd)

Commentor No. 147: Petition (Cont’d)

AN ASSESSMENT OF THE DRAFT CLWR EIS
FOR
TRITIUM PRODUCTION AT BELLEFONTE NUCLEAR PLANT

We, the undersigned, have reviewed the draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS5)
for the production of tritium in a Commercial Light Water Reactor (CLWR) dated August
1998. We find the proposed tritium production program to be environmentally safe and
to produce no measurable health effects. In addition, we conclude that Bellefonte
Nuclear Plant shoutd be named in the EIS as the preferred alternative based on its least
life cycle cost to the U. §. taxpayer and the positive socioeconamic effects of the project.
A summary of the primary paints from the draft EIS used to reach this conclusion are
shown on the attached pages.
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Commentor No. 147: Petition (Cont’d)

FOR
TRITIUM PRODUCTION AT BELLEFONTE NUCLEAR PLANT

We, the undersigned, have reviswad the draft Environmental impact Statement (EIS)
for the production of tritium in a Commercial Light Water Reactor (CLWR) dated August
1998. We find the proposed tritium production program to be environmentally safe and
to produce no measurable health effects. In addition, we conclude that Bellefonte
Nuelear Plant should be named in the EIS as the preferrad alternative based on its least

life eycle cost to the U. $. taxpayer and the positive sociosconomic effects of the project.

A summary of the primary points from the draft EIS used to reach this conglusion are
shown on the attached pages,

Signature Address
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Return Petition to Louvain Edmondson, OPS 2B -~ SQN, by Dctober 8, 1998
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Commentor No. 147: Petition (Cont'd)

AN ASSESSMENT OF THE DRAFT CLWR EIS
FOR
TRITIUM PRODUCTION AT BELLEFONTE NUCLEAR PLANT

We, the undersigned, have reviewed the draft Environmental Impact Statement (E15)
for the production of tritium in a Commercial Light Water Reactor (CLWR) dated August
1998. We find the proposed tritium production program to be envircnmentally safe and
to produce ne measurable heaith effects. In addition, we conclyde that Bellefonte
Nuclear Plant should be named! in the EIS as the preferred aiternative based on its ieast
life cycle cost to the U. 8. taxpayer and the positive socioecenomic effects of the project.
A summary of the primary paints from the draft EIS used to rezeh this concluslon are
shown on the attached pages.
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Commentor No. 147: Petition (Cont'd)

FOR
TRITIUM PRODUCTION AT BELLEFONTE NUCLEAR PLANT

We, the undersigned, have raviewsd the draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS)
>r the preduction of tritiom in a Commercial Light Water Reactor {CLWR) dated August
998. Wa find the proposed tritium production program to be environmentally safe and
» produce no measurable health effects, In addition, we conclude that Bellefonte
luclear Plant should ke named in the EIS as the prefarred alternative based on its least
fe cycle cost to the U, S. taxpayer and the positive sociceconomic effects of the project.
. sutnmary of the primary points from the draft EIS used te reach this conclusion are
hown on the attached pages.
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Return Petition to Louvain Edmondson, OPS 2B - SQN, by October 6, 1998
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Commentor No. 147: Petition (Cont’d)
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/%7/#5 E&r AN ASSESSMENT OF THE DRAFT CLWR EIS

i é FOR
TRITIUM PRODUGCTION AT BELLEFONTE NUCLEAR PLANT
e fog

We, the undersigned, have reviewed the draft Environmental impact Statement {EIS)
for the production of tritium in a Commercial Light Water Reactor (CLWR) dated August
1998. We find the proposed tritium production program to be envirenmentally safe and
to produce ne measurable health effects, In addition, we conclude that Bellefonte
Nuclear Plant should be named in the EIS as the preferred alternative based on its Jeast
life cycle cost to the U. S, taxpayer and the positive secioeconomic effects of the project.
A summary of the primary points from the draft EIS used to reach this conclusion are
shown on the attached pages.
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Commentor No. 147: Petition (Cont’d)

AN ASSESSMENT OF THE DRAFT CLWR EIS
FOR
TRITIUM PRODUCTION AT BELLEFONTE NUCLEAR PLANT

We, the undersigned, have reviewed the draft Environmental Impact Statement {EIS)
for the production of tritium in a Commercial Light Water Reactor (CLWR) dated August
1988, We find the proposed tritium production program to be environmentally safe and
to produce no measurable health effects. In addition, we conclude that Bellefonte
Nuclear Plant should be named in the EiS as the preferred altemative based on its least
life cycle cost to the U, S. taxpayer and the positive socioeconomic effects of the project.
A summary of the primary points from the draft EIS used to reach this conclusion are
shown on the attached pages.
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Commentor No. 147: Petition (Cont'd)

AN ASSESSMENT OF THE DRAFT CLWR EIS
FOR
TRITIUM PRODUCTION AT BELLEFONTE NUCLEAR PLANT

We, the undersigned, have reviewed the draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS}
for the production of tritium in a Commercial Light Water Reactor (CLWR) dated August
1998. We find the proposed tritium production program to be environmentally safe and
to produce no measurable health effects. In addition, we conclude that Bellefonte
Nuclear Plant should be named in the EIS as the preferred alternative based on its least
life cycle cost to the U. S. taxpayer and the positive socioeconomic effects of the project.
A summary of the primary points from the draft EIS used to reach this conclusion are
shown on the attached pages.
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Final Environmental Impact Statement for the Production of Tritium in a Commercial Light Water Reactor

Public Hearing — North Augusta, South Carolina
October 1, 1998

Commentor 500 (Bob Smith)

1/09.08

2/03.02

3/24.05

The commentor asks whether the schedule for completing construction of the Bellefonte Nuclear
Plant Unit 1 (1999 to 2004) is hypothetical or real.

The commentor believes there is a logical disconnect between the Bellefonte 1 completion
schedule (1999 to 2004) and the Presidential requirement to establish a trjiplgnsource by

2005. The comment@sserts that, if a one-year delay in the schedule occurs as a result of
planned additional technology assessments or budget constraints, the Bellefonte Nuclear Plant
would not be capable of meeting the Presidential requirement for two years because the irradiated
tritium targets would not arrive at the Savannah River Site until 2007.

The commentor asks how a one-year delay in completing construction at Bellefonte 1 would
impact the schedule to complete the Tritium Extraction Facility by 2005.

Commentor 501 (Lee Poe)

1/04.01

2/05.04

3/23.14

4/04.03

5/05.02

6/05.29

2-188

[In response to a DOE statement that using a commercial light water reactor (CLWR) for tritium
production is “technically straightforward and safeThe commentor asks if DOE takes the
same position on the Accelerator Production of Tritium (APT) option.

The commentor asks if DOE would spend all of the money necessary both to design the APT and
to complete reactor construction if either were designated as a backup source for tritium
production. The commentor states that the information on the primary and backup tritium
sources is difficult to understand—particularly the elements DOE requires for a facility and a
backup and what that really means to public citizens.

The commentor asks to know the total costs to complete commercial reactor construction for use
both as a primary and a secondary (backup) production source, includingithre Extraction
Facility.

The commentor requests charts summarizing and comparing the environmental effects of CLWR
tritium production with those of the APT and the Tritium Extraction Facility.

The commentor believes the CLWR Draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) summarizes
the environmental effects of the proposed action, gives a very high level summary of the No
Action Alternative, and “fixes it” so citizens will have a “very tough time” trying to understand
what is being proposed. The commentor states that it is very difficult to understand the decisions
that DOE is talking about, particularly when the EIS does not provide the reader with the no-
action effects and merely tiers them off to some other document.

The commentor is concerned that the CLWR Draft EIS states that a CLWR Final EIS will be
issued in December 1998, but the speaker mentioned January as a target date. The commentor
postulates that, as a Secretarial decision is expected at about the same time that the CLWR Final
EIS is issued, a decision already must have been reached. The commentor suggests that either
DOE should not spend the money to write the CLWR Final, APT, and Tritium Extraction
Facility EISs because their completion will not affect the decision, or DOE should work to make
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7/06.03

8/24.01

9/03.03

10/19.04

11/19.05

12/23.15

13/23.16

14/01.04

15/01.09

16/01.10

the Final EISs worthwhile. The commentor would like to see the CLWR, APT, and Tritium
Extraction Facility EISs combined into one document.

The commentor postulates that: (1) having received only two responses to their request for
proposals, DOE made the decision to build tritium-producing burnable absorber rBéd&R§)P

for use in pressurized water reactors only, not boiling water reactors, which “cuts the territory
down,” and (2) this justified listing the five Tennessee Valley Authority (TVA) reactors in
DOE's approach and excluding all others from the EIS analysis. The commentor asks why DOE
analyzed all the pressurized water reactors not covered by the DOE/TVA proposal.

The commentor questions whether use of the TVA system is reasonable if DOE and TVA can’t
communicate with each other effectively. The commentor suggests an interagency discussion
would help fulfill DOE’s need to produce tritium.

The commentor states that the numbers of TPBARS cited by the CLWR Draft EIS clearly suggest
DOE will use two or more reactors for tritium production.

The commentor states that, according to the numbers given in the CLWR Draft EIS, the TPBARSs
will release titium at a rate of less than 22,780 Curies per year, not the 1,890 Curies per year
cited.

The commentor questions why DOE would want to run the Tritium Extractidity Famaces
within the top 90 percentile of their maximum temperature. The commentor states that there is
no data in the EIS that addresses recovery efficiency in the Tritium Extraction Facility.

The commentor questions the fairness of giving the Bellefonte plant a significant credit for the
sale of electric power, but not giving similar credits to the APT and the other reactors for revenue
returns. The commentor points out that if it takes more than one reactor, the cost of using
Bellefonte together with one or more CLWRs should be combined, and the costs and revenue
returns of the CLWR option should be compared with those of the APT option.

The commentor proposes a cost document be appended to the CLWR Final EIS. The commentor
states that a comparison of the costs for all the options should be available somewhere, if not in
the Final EIS.

The commentor suggests appending the Interagency Review to the CLWR Final EIS. The
commentor agrees that CLWR tritium production is not illegal because tritium is not a special
nuclear material. The commentor believes the United States should abide by both the legal and
technical implications of its actions and not try to set examples that will be misinterpreted by
outside nations.

The commentor believes that weapons production and power generation should not be combined
because it would set agmedent that would negatively affect U.S. nonproliferation objectives.

The commentor believes that CLWR tritium production is not illegal, but is morally wrong.
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Commentor 502 (Dick Reynolds)

1/06.03

2/03.02

The commentor asks if TVA has withdrawn the irradiation services part of their bid. The
commentor asks whether TVA will reconstitute their offer to provide irradiation services for
DOE tritium production.

The commentor asks for confirmation that DOE would use the Watts Bar Nuclear Plant if there
were any delays in completing Bellefonte for tritium production.

Commentor 503 (Gary Stooksbury)

1/01.04

2/21.06

3/23.02

4/23.17

5/09.09

6/23.20

7/04.01

2-190

The commentor believes the actions proposed in the CLWR Draft EIS will undermine the twin
[U.S.] objectives of establishing a supply of tritium for national defense purposes and preventing
the spread of nuclear weapons technologies and materials throughout the world. The commentor
believes the Interagency Review that examined the impact of CLWR tritium production on U.S.
nonproliferation objectives was flawed in its logic, vague in its conclusions, and erroneously
implied that previous conversion of U.S. weapons facilities to civilian applications should make

it easy to do the reverse. The commentor believes a worldwide outcry will result if the United
States backs away from its strong nonproliferation stance and, in the end, the CLWR tritium
production option will be abandoned after damaging the United States’ international image and
causing adverse impacts on the nuclear stockpile.

The commentor believes there are significant uncertainties that will affect TVA’s ability to
license a commercial light water reactor for tritium production, including public concern over
new safety and environmental hazard and public discomfort with the proposal to commingle
military and civlian reactor purposes. The commentor believes there is no insurance that the
U.S. Nuclear Regulatory Commission (NRC) will issue a license or a license amendment for this
endeavor and, if not, this would cause the CLWR option to be abandoned and would result in
adverse impacts on the nuclear stockpile.

The commentor believes DOE has significantly underestimated the costs associated with the
CLWR option and that these estimates should be subjected to an independent third-party review.

The commentor states that the CLWR Draft EIS discussed the use of TVA's Watts Bar and
Sequoyah nuclear facilities, yet it is widely reported that TVA has withdrawn those facilities.
The commentor states that DOE cites the TVA estimate of $2.4 billion to complete Bellefonte 1
and questions TVA's ability to bring anything on line, on time, and under budget. The
commentor states that another nuclear facility has estimated that over $4 billion would be
required to complete Bellefonte and that the Government Accounting Office says that TVA's
estimates are very unreliable—past overruns of several hundred percent were experienced at
plants that TVA assessed to be 80 percent complete.

The commentor states that, as someone who grew up in the shadows of Watts Bar and
remembers reading the newspaper articles and what it took to bring that facility on line, he is
appalled that DOE would even discuss Watts Bar.

The commentor believes that capital costs for the Bellefonte reactors will be significantly more
than for the APT and that life cycle costs will be comparable.

The commentor believes there are no programmatic advantages related to the CLWR option and
that, instead, it has serious, if not fatal, deficiencies.
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8/05.07

9/15.07

10/05.05

11/03.03

12/23.18

The commentor believes the CLWR EIS must include analyses of the potential worldwide
environmental impacts resulting from a higher probability that some nation will initiate or
continue nuclear weapons research testing and production programs as a result of U.S. CLWR
tritium production.

The commentor requests the CLWR EIS human health effects analyses to fully explain the basis
for assuming that 10 percent of the tritium released from the melted targets will be in an oxidized
form within the contaminated atmospheres. The commentor believes tritium may be available
in the contaminated atmosphere and may be released to the environment. The commentor
requests that the EIS analyses quantify the estimated release and the environmental effect;
address the disposition of tritium remaining in the reactor facility; and address the environmental
impacts associated with disposition of all tritium released in a design-basis accident.

The commentor believes the CLWR Draft EIS does not evaluate the environmental impacts of
all the program options under consideration.

The commentor asks for information concerning how many reactors DOE/TVA plans to use for
tritium production. The commentor also asks for information about thdisgdeBAR design

and fuel site that DOE says would allow one reactor to make three kilograitisrof per year,

and how they are different from those described in the CLWR Draft EIS. The commentor
believes that if a one-reactor option is being considered, then the EIS should be corrected to
describe and analyze the appropriate TPBAR design and fuel site. If two or more reactors are
needed, then DOE's program and budget planning needs to reflect that fact.

The commentor states that the Congressional Research Service review raises a serious question
about the ability of Bellefonte to generate sufficient revenue to offset operating costs, much less
amortize construction.

Commentor 504 (Peter Gray)

1/01.09

2/21.05

3/04.02

4/03.03

5/23.16

The commentor believes it is U.S. policy to maintain the separation of civil and military facilities,
and the United States should set an example for the world by not making weapons in civilian
facilities. The commentor believes the examples of using a facility for both military alhciv
purposes that are described in the CLWR Draft EIS are not comparable to the proposed action
because the facilities were first used for military purposes and later converted to civilian use.

The commentor believes the NRC is likely to delay DOE defense programs assigned to a CLWR.

The commentor states that, if cost is the real discriminator, DOE owns another, less expensive,
tritium production concept that would cost ab$600 million—Iless than a third of the cost of
CLWR tritium production and about a quarter of the cost of buildingcaelerator. The
commentor calls for a review of this device. The commentor believes that, failing the use of the
less expensive device, DOE should use the Savannah River Site because of its nearly 45 years
of tritium experience and the readiness of its workers to serve the nation again capably, safely,
efficiently, cost-effectively, and in an environmentally sound manner.

The commentor did not understand that production of 3 kilograms of tritium per year was a surge
goal and that the “day-in, day-out” goal was something lower.

The commentor states that the surge goal would nearly double the number of fuel assemblies
needed and, correspondingly, the amount of spent fuel for disposal. The commentor asks that
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these costs be addressed in the CLWR Final EIS so that the public will know what it would cost
to produce 3 kilograms of tritium per year.

Commentor 505 (David Losey)

1/01.09 The commentor believes the United States has intended for years to separate its commercial and
defense interests, and now is the time to move toward more integrity by avoiding legalistic word-
splitting (tritium is not a special nuclear material) and maintaining the separatiofiliah@nd
military nuclear facilities.

Commentor 506 (Donald Morris)

1/06.03 The commentor asks about media reports that TVA has withdrawn their offer for irradiation
services.
2/05.27 The commentor asks whether DOE is considering purchasing a TVA reactor or the irradiation

services of a reactor.

3/23.19 The commentor asks about reports that TVA has offered to complete construction of the
Bellefonte reactor for irradiation of the TPBARSs, and that TVA's Chairman has stated that TVA
will require all the funding “up front” before undertaking completion and licensing of the
Bellefonte reactor. The commentor asks what guarantees DOE will require of TVA to ensure
that construction and NRC licensing of the Bellefonte plant will be completed within the
stipulated costs.

4/ 23.21 The commentor asks whether the fixed price for completing the Bellefonte plant would also
include defense of the project against any nuclear activist suits or intervenors.

Commentor 507 (Bob Schwartz)

1/02.01 The commentor questions the need for tritium production. The commentor believes DOE tritium
production is a jobs program, not a vital necessity.

2/08.02 The commentor believes the Savannah River Site has enough problems of its own without
assuming new missions.

Public Hearing - Rainsville, Alabama
October 6, 1998

Commentor 600 (Mike Womacks)
1/23.02 The commentor is concerned about cost overruns, in view of the Tennessee Valley Authority's
(TVA) history, and asks how the public may assume that the $1.9 billion or $2.1 billion TVA

says it will take [to complete Bellefonte for tritium production] will be sufficient.

2/01.04 The commentor asks if the United States is now willing to allow other countries to produce
tritium in their commercial nuclear power plants.

3/14.20 The commentor notices that the health risks and impacts analyzed in the Draft EIS deal with
tritium production only, and not the risks and impacts of the plant itself (without tritium
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production). The commentor asks to know the health risks and impacts resulting from both
tritium and nuclear power production. The commentor is concerned that people already are
affected by nuclear power production and an additional 1.1 percent, or about 1,500 people,
would die of cancer as a result of the proposed action.

Commentor 601 (Charles Anderson)

1/14.21

The commentor asks if his chances of winning the Georgia Lottery without buying a ticket are
better than his chances of dying from radiation released by a tritium-producing Bellefonte nuclear
power plant.

Commentor 602 (Joseph Imhof)

1/11.11

2/11.12

The commentor cites a quote from the CLWR Draft EIS on page 5-53 [the commentor refers to
Appendix C, page 5-53, but the reference is misquoted], the first sentence in the section on
Threatened and Endangered Species: “Operational impacts on threatened or endangered species
could occur through the release of thermal, chemical, or radioactive discharges to the atmosphere
or the river.” The commentor asks why it is necessary to discharge radioactive material into the
river and whether there is any alternative.

The commentor asks whether the small amounts of radiological and chemical materials normally
discharged into a river by a nuclear power plant are processed before being discharged.

Commentor 603 (Melvin Brewer)

1/24.06

2/01.01

3/01.10

The commentor asks where the tritium produced by a CLWR would go and what would be done
with it.

The commentor asks why the United States needs nuclear weapons.

The commentor asks if nuclear weapons are meant to be genocide weapons and states that,
wherever they want to make tritium, he'll be there actively opposing it. The commentor also
states that he has heard talk about jobs, but asks when people are going to start talking about
humanity.

Commentor 604 (Roger Graham)

1/02.02

2/01.04

3/07.01

4/07.03

The commentor asks if it is true that, for America to maintain its nuclear weapons capability, the
country must be able to produce tritium by the year 2005.

The commentor asks whether it is true that, even if the United States doesn't have nuclear
weapons, other countries will have them.

The commentor is in favor of tritium production in the United States.

The commentor thinks that we owe it to the people in the military to provide the best technology
to help them protect us. The commentor doesn't care whether tritium is produced in Alabama
or South Carolina, but does think our elected officials should be prudent in their decisions to
spend taxpayer dollars. The commentor states that the Bellefonte Nuclear Plant could be ready
to produce tritium for less than $3 million, and that it uses a proven safe technology that will
produce revenues from the sales of much-needed electricity. The commentor compares this
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figure to the cost of building an accelerator—$16+ billion for an accelerator that may not work
and would cost $155 million a year to operate.

Commentor 605 (Jerry Ward)

1/23.15 The commentor asks how the projected $1.9 billion cost to complete the Bellefonte plant for
tritium production compares with the total costs to develop and construct the Savannah River
option (the APT option at the Savannah River Site).

Commentor 606 (C. A. Frees)

1/11.09 The commentor asks the distance between the Bellefonte plant's point of discharge into the river
and the point where the Jackson County Water Department draws water from the river for public
use. The commentor, upon hearing the answer is 4.5 miles, asks if the public water source that
was measured is the one for Fort Payne. The commentor also asks the location of the other
public water sources in Jackson County and their distance from the Bellefonte plant's discharge
point.

Commentor 607 (Doug Grice for U.S. Congressman Bud Cramer)

1/07.03 The commentor reads a statement from Congressman Cramer in support of completing the
Bellefonte plant for tritium production because it is safe and economicaltglsarea residents
have a work ethic; and it would create jobs.

Commentor 608 (Angie Culvert for U.S. Senator Jeff Sessions)

1/07.03 The commentor, speaking for Senator Sessions, expresses support for the completion of the
Bellefonte plant for tritium production because it is right for the taxpayers, the Department of
Defense, the nation, and northern Alabama.

Commentor 609 (Paul Housel for U.S. Congressman Robert Aderholt)

1/07.03 The commentor reads a statement from Congressman Aderholt in support of completing
Bellefonte for tritium production because all the facts concerning safety, national defense
readiness, and budgetary issues point to the Bellefonte plant as the best option, and it would
bring enormous potential benefits to northern Alabama.

Commentor 610 (John J. Federico, Jr.)

1/07.03 The commentor states that he attended the scoping meetings and spoke in opposition to CLWR
tritium production; but after being invited to tour the Bellefonte plant, he now believes the plant
can be operated safely.

2/05.27 The commentor objects to the December 1995 Record of Decision that allowed DOE to either
initiate purclase of an existing commercial reactor or buy reactor radiation services. The
commentor is concerned that this decision allows DOE to purchase the Bellefonte plant if it
chooses. The commentor fears that the checks and balances that are common todpistate i
and ensure proper oversight over commercial plants (e.g., external peer, regulatory, and fiscal
reviews) would disappear because DOE nuclear defense facilities are not governed or licensed
by the NRC, nor are they obligated to adhere to the Institute of Nuclear Power Operations'
industrial standards of excellence. The commentor states that if Bellefonte comes on line, it must
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3/06.05

4/17.03

5/14.04

6/07.04

never be allowed to become a government-owned, contractor-operated defiéitysthéavill

go unchecked by the mechanisms designed to ensure it is managed with the safety of the citizens
and the environment as its primary concern. The commentor also states that DOE's
environmental record has been horrific in the way it conducted its nuclear business during the
Cold War, and that DOE has created numerous Superfund sites that will take years and millions
of dollars to clean up. The commentor doesn't think it is smart for taxpayers to spend $4.5 billion
on constructing Bellefonte up to this point and then just let the plant sit there and not produce
a return on the investment.

The commentor asks if the reference to the 1995 Record of Decision can be deleted from the
CLWR Final EIS. The commentor is concerned that if the reference stays in the EIS, then
somewhere down the line DOE will have the option to purchase the Bellefonte plant and make
it a defense facility. The commentor is concerned that this might occur 40 years from now at the
end of the Bellefonte plant's lifetime, when the NRC won't renew the plant's license, but there
is still a need fotritium. The commentor believes that DOE could then buy the plant and
operate it without TVA. The commentor believes that the language referring to this Record of
Decision in the CLWR EIS should be deleted, at least where it pertains to conversion to a
defense facility, and the December 1995 Record of Decision should be amended accordingly.

The commentor is concerned about spent fuel storage. The commentor states that if the Nuclear
Waste Policy Act of 1982 mandates that spent fuel will be managed at a national repository, then
DOE should expedite this effort and assist in resolving the siting issues instead of creating
additional onsite spent fuel storageiliies. The commentor also states that the last major
planning assumption in Section S.3.2.1 on page 17 of the CLWR Draft EIS Summary should be
changed to state that spent fuel rods resulting from the tritium project will be stored in an
existing spent fuel facility until a national repository becomes operational, in accordance with
the 1982 Nuclear Waste Policy Act.

The commentor believes that nothing should be done that puts citizens and the [Tennessee] River
at risk. The commentor states that one cancer death in 154,000 years is too many.

The commentor believes that Bellefonte can safely do its part for DOE, which includes helping
to keep the nation's nuclear stockpile credible while producing electricity.

Commentor 611 (State Senator Lowell Barron)

1/07.03

The commentor reports that 77 percent of respondents answering a political poll in Jackson
County supported completion of the Bellefonte plant for tritium production. The commentor
believes that regional public support for tritium production at the Bellefonte plant is based on the
view that it would provide jobs and keep the nation's military strong. The commentor supports
tritium production at the Bellefonte planédause it is safe and it is in the best interest of the
nation and the local area.

Commentor 612 (David Thornell)

1/07.03

The commentor has several statements in support of completing the Bellefonte plant for tritium
production from various area officials and organizations, including Mayor Louis Price of
Scottsboro, Alabama; Mayor Glenda Hodges of Woodville, Alabama; Mayor Elizabeth Hayes
of Hollywood, Alabama; the North Alabama Mayor's Association; and the Chamber of
Commerce and its affiliated organizations. The commentor and his employer enthusiastically
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support completing the Bellefonte plant fatium production because it is both a win/win
situation for Jackson County and the nation, and the wisest and best choice.

Commentor 613 (Dutton Mayor Philip Anderson)

1/07.03 The commentor believes that tritium production at the Bellefonte plant would be a very big plus
for all of Jackson County and the surrounding area. The commentor asks DOE to give serious
consideration to using the Bellefonte plant for tritium production.

Commentor 614 (Leroy Beasley)

1/07.03 The commentor, speaking on behalf of his professigsatiation, supports tritium production
at the Bellefonte plant because it is a positive step V@, Tor the region, and for DOE, and it
can provide area residents with things they really need, such as additional electrical capacity.
The commentor presents a petition signed by members of major labor unions at the TVA plants
stating that they have reviewed the CLWR Draft EIS, and they endorse and support the
development of the Bellefonte project. The commentor compares the $1.9 billion cost to
complete the Bellefonte plant for tritium production to the cost of the accelerator option, which
is conservatively estimated to be more than $9 billion.

Commentor 615 (Langston Mayor Butch Vaught)

1/07.03 The commentor, speaking on behalf of the residents of Gurley and Langston, supports
completion of the Bellefonte plant for tritium production because it would provide an assured
supply of tritium at the least cost to U.S. taxpayers, as well as much needed employment to an
economically depressed area of the United States.

Commentor 616 (Joe Buttram)

1/07.03 The commentor, speaking for the county commission, supports the completion of Bellefonte as
a nuclear power plant and for tritium production and believes the Bellefonte plant can be
operated safely. The commentor thinks the people in Jackson County are generally in support
of tritium production at the Bellefonte plant. The commentor states that there is nothing
inherently dangerous about a United States-produced nuclear weapon. The commentor believes
those in control of nuclear weapons in other countries are the problem because they do a poor
job of producing them. The commentor states that if Bellefonte is completed, it will be the best
and safest-designed nuclear plant ever built. The commentor thinks the dangers of operating the
Bellefonte plant for tritium production would be minuscule, and that it would be good for
Jackson County, the State of Alabama, and surrounding areas in Tennessee and Georgia. The
commentor states that the risks area residents would be taking if Bellefonte were used for tritium
production would be nothing compared to the risks other folks have taken for the nation’s safety
and freedom from other powers.

Commentor 617 (Ronnie Boles)
1/07.03 The commentor, speaking on behalf of his utility board, supports completion of the Bellefonte
Nuclear Plant for tritium production. The commentor states that he and his fellow board

members are comfortable with both TVA's ability to safely construct and operate this facility and
DOE's ability to safely transport tritium out of the area.
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Commentor 618 (Richard Ward)

1/07.03 The commentor, speaking on behalf of his union, supports DOE and TVA consideration of the
completion of the Bellefonte Plant as a tritium productioilifain support of national defense
because using the Bellefontactor would be environmentally safe and economically sound.
The commentor states that he and his fellow union members have carefully analyzed the
Congressional Budgetffire's cost comparison of the tritium production alternatives, and they
believe it makes no sense to consider any facility other than the Bellefonte reactor for tritium
production. The commentor urges DOE to select the Bellefonte Nuclear Plant as a primary
tritium production sourcedtause it would promote a cooperative effort between organized
labor, TVA, and DOE that would save taxpayers billions of dollars.

Commentor 619 (Don Beuvill)
1/07.03 The commentor supports TVA and the completion of the Bellefonte plant for tritium production.
Commentor 620 (Ed Mann)

1/07.03 The commentor states that of all the places where he has prepared environmental impact studies,
he would rate the nuclear facilities at Athens, Alabama, and Spring City, Tennessee, as the finest
examples of TVA's work. The commentor states that if these facilities are an example of the
finished product that TVA intends at Bellefonte, somebody should think very seriously about
completing the effort.

2/24.09 The commentor states that, when his group of retired engineers, scientists, and physicists met in
April of last year, someone told them there was absolutely no increase in any kind of disease,
including cancer, in areas where TVA facilities are operating.

Commentor 621 (Carl Lansden)

1/07.03 The commentor encourages DOE to make the CLWR Draft EIS a reality because, after reviewing
it, he finds it difficult to believe that prudence could bring tritium production anyplace else. The
commentor states that, from an economic standpoint, it is certainly desirable for the facility to
be located in the area, and this is reflected in the EIS. The commentor applauds the conclusion
that must evolve from the EIS—that the inhabitants of Jackson County will be the beneficiaries
of the prudence displayed by DOE, TVA, and the Congressional Budget Office.

2/23.13 The commentor believes that, for the first time in modern history, the United States is enjoying
a surplus in the national budget, and it would be incomprehensible to turn around and waste
$8 billion to $10 Hlion to build a facility in South Carolina to accommodate DOE and the
nation's need. The commentor can't believe that anyone who is functioning and is consistent with
the needs of society would waste that type of money when there are so many other things for
which it could be used.

Commentor 622 (Louvain Edmondson)
1/07.04 The commentor knows from his experience that TVA operates its plants safely.
2/07.03 The commentor has collected 450 signatures of people that have read the summary of the CLWR

Draft EIS and agree that this is the right thing to do. The commentor states that they know this
is a win/win situation for TVA, DOE, and the citizens of the United States and Jackson County.
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Commentor 623 (Carol Lomax)

1/04.04 The commentor asks if TVA and DOE will guarantee and promise the citizens of Jackson
County that mixed oxide fuel will never be used at the Bellefonte plant.

2/23.03 The commentor asks, since DOE and the TVA plants are government-owned, when will
everybody in the nation be responsible for TVA's $29 billion in debt, and how soon can
ratepayers expect a rate reduction from the current TVA debt (i.e., why should the ratepayers be
responsible for the proposed action, which they will be, since TVA has so magnanimously
offered some of the money they will be making on the production of electricity to DOE, and why
isn't the rest of the nation paying for the proposed action?).

3/15.01 The commentor states that insurance companies do not cover any losses of any type of nuclear
power plant accident and asks if TVA and DOE or the Price-Anderson Act would provide
100 percent of the cost of replacement for any losses suffered by the residents of Jackson County.
The commentor asks for the name of an expert on Price-Anderson coverage.

Commentor 624 (Steven Stutts)

1/07.01 The commentor, speaking for his union and a joint labor council of TVA workers, states that the
Bellefonte plant should be selected by DOE as the primary tritium production source to meet
U.S. defense needs because nuclear power is a proven technology that is safe and
environmentally friendly. The commentor supports thistiposwith the following statements:
Bellefonte can be safely operated on a daily basis by TVA; the proposed accelerator alternative
is a science project at best, since no accelerator of this size has been built or operated before.
TVA's fail-safe mechanisms set the benchmark for the industry. Bellefonte meets the
requirements of the U.S. Department of Defense because TVA could begin sujiiyimgby
2005, as mandated by the Executive Order, whilaticelerator would not be able to supply
tritium until 2008. The Bellefonte option would cost $13 billion less than the accelerator option.
While the Bellefonte option would cost $3 billion; the money spent by DOE to complete the
Bellefonte plant would be repaid to the Federal Government because the revenues from
electricity sales could be paid to DOE to pay off the investment with interest. Completing
Bellefonte would create 800 permanent jobs and hundreds more indirect jobs, and this would
have a significant economic impact on northeast Alabama, which must be strongly considered.
The commentor states that, if you take all of these factors and add the appropriation of training
for future work and the future generation of crafts, it sends a very strong signal and is very solid
reasoning. The commentor states that using Bellefontgtfom production would extend the
past practice of using government-owned facilities for both civil and military purposes, not set
a new precedent for proliferation.

Commentor 625 (Jennifer Stephens)

1/07.03 The commentor favors completion of the Bellefonte plant for tritium production to “bring the
jobs back home” so that area workers won't be forced to leave their families and seek
employment in other states. The commentor states that if tritium is not produced at Bellefonte,
it will be produced somewhere else and all of the socioeconomititbem# go to some other
area of the country. The commentor does not want this to happen anymore.

2/13.05 The commentor states that, in addition to jobs, completion of Bellefonte for tritium production

would benefit the local economy because workers would spend the money they earn at home, not
on the road.
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Commentor 626 (Delbert Shelton)

1/07.03

The commentor, after touring the Bellefonte plant, states that he was thoroughly impressed with
the safety features in place, and he thoroughly supports the completion of the Bellefonte Nuclear
Plant for tritium production.

Commentor 627 (Randy Hartwig)

1/07.04

2/12.02

3/13.05

4/14.22

5/07.03

The commentor, speaking for his union of TVA employees, states that they have reviewed the
CLWR Draft EIS, and they agree that the environmental and health impacts associated with
producing tritium in a commercial reactor would be very small.

The commentor, speaking for his union, agrees that there would be only minimal impact on the
Guntersville Rservoir— less than 0.2 percent of the flow—and only minor impacts to other
aquatic resources.

The commentor states that his fellow union members were ecstatic about the positive
socioeconomic impacts to the area (800 jobs).

The commentor states that the radiation exposure for residents of Jackson County, including
background radiation and radiation from the Bellefonte reactor operations, would be 355.26
millirem per year, a lower dose than the average for U.S. citizens overall, wB&3 msillirem

per year.

The commentor states that no major modifications and only a few minor ones are needed for
large-scale production of tritium at either the Watts Bar or Bellefonte Nuclear Plants. The
commentor, speaking for his union, believes that Bellefonte should be DOE's Preferred
Alternative because of its negligible environmental impacts; absence of measurable health
effects; positive economic impacts; flexible tritium production caipabo meet ever-changing

needs; the fact that it is a proven technology compared to the Savannah River accelerator option;
the fact that there are no proliferation issues that are not manageable under existing laws and the
controls associated with light water reactors; and the fact that its total cost would be less. The
commentor, speaking for his union, states that TVA's engineering work force is technically
robust and has consistently demonstrated its ability to solve the most difficult technical and
regulatory challenges, as demonstrated by the recent “1 Rating” given to the Browns Ferry and
Sequoyah Nuclear Plants.

Commentor 628 (Ronald Forster)

1/07.04

2/07.01

The commentor, speaking from his experience, has found TVA's safety and environmental record
to be one of the highest in the industry. The commentor states that driving a car or smoking
would be much more hazardous than living near the Bellefonte plant (if completed for tritium
production). The commentor states that tritium production in an operating reactor is proven,
safe, and efficient, and is not an experimental process.

The commentor’'s major concern is as a taxpayer; he fully supports completion of the Bellefonte
plant because it could happen much sooner than construction of the proton accelerator plant. The
commentor assumes that funding for completion of the Bellefonte plant would come from taxes.
The commentor states that projected funding for completion of the Bellefonte plant would be
approximately $2 billion, while the alternative proton accelerator plant would cost approximately
$9 billion—a cost of $7 billion more to the taxpayers.
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3/07.03

The commentor states that future operation of the Bellefonte plant would provide a clean source
of electricity for the area and would help meet the nation's increasing demand [for electricity].
The commentor states that a portion of the revenue collected from the sale of electricity would
be returned to repay the taxes used to complete the Bellefonte plant, whereas the proton
accelerator plant would be non income-producing and would carry a lasting debt.

Commentor 629 (Jyles Machen)

1/07.03

2/24.06

The commentor states that he admires TVA and supports the Bellefonte plant facility because
it would be a win for everyone involved. The commentor encourages a fair and timely decision
by DOE. The commentor believes the Bellefonte site meets the budget requirements; that by
choosing the Bellefonte plant more than $7 billion in Federal resources and tax dollars would
be saved over the life of the program; that the Bellefonte site can meet DOE’s schedule
requirements because the Unit 1 reactor is more than 85 percent complete and the design
requirements are firm; that it is vitally needed for the region's power grid; the ndtigatuts

vitally needed tritium for defense, and Savannah River will get the extraction and conversion
facility in South Carolina. The commentor states that some people say the Markey-Graham
language in the Defense Authorization Bill, which excluded TVA, was parochial, prevented
competition, and would cost billions more to risk an untested accelerator. The commentor is
pleased that this language was removed in the conference between the House and the Senate.
The commentor states that other people are concerned about nuclear plant safety, but there are
110 nuclear power plants operating in the United States and not a single death by radiation
exposure has been documented. The commentor believes TVA is up to the job because it is the
nation's largest power producer and its Browns Ferry and Sequoyah Nuclear Plants recently
earned the highest performance evaluation rating possible. The commentor further states that
TVA has new leadership and positive management and can again serve the nation and the region.

The commentor states that tritium produced at Bellefdtteentransported in its solid state to
a new $400 million extraction facility at DOE’s Savannah River site, which will provide
employment for roughly 300 people.

Public Hearing — Evensville, Tennessee
October 8, 1998

Commentor 700 (Steven Smith)

1/06.03

2/23.22

3/23.16
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The commentor asks why DOE is talking so much about the Watts Bar and Sequoyah plants if,
as reported by the media, TVA has removed the plants from consideration for tritium production.
The commentor understood that DOE would use Watts Bar for tritium production only if there
were problems at the Bellefonte plant, and that DOE’s primary objective is to use the Bellefonte
plant only for tritium production. The commentor asks for clarification on these points.

The commentor states that using the Watts Bar plant only for tritium production clearly is the
least expensiveeactor option and asks why TVA let this option expire. The commentor
suggests TVA's reason was to preclude the lower priced option (Watts Bar only) so that Federal
monies could be obtained to finish the Bellefonte Plant.

The commentor requests documentation to support DOE’s conclusion that purchasing irradiation
services at Watts Bar would be less expensive in the near term, but more expensive over the long
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4/23.04

5/17.16

6/03.03

7/17.17

8/06.05

9/06.06

10/23.05

11/02.02

12/03.01

13/02.01

term (plant life-cycle). [Commentor refers to a comparison of the tritium production costs for the
Watts Bar and Bellefonte plants that DOE sent to the U.S. Congress.]

The commentor asks who would benefit from electricity sales revenues obtained from a
completed Bellefonte Nuclear Plant—the taxpayers, TVA, or DOE?

The commentor asks if the speaker meant to say that: (1) reactor units at either the Watts Bar
or Sequoyah plants would generate 75 percent more spent fuel if they were run at the higher rate
required for tritium production; and (2) spent fuel generation would double if tritium were
produced in one of the Bellefonte units.

The commentor asks about the size of DOE’s projected target irradiation goal.

The commentor states that tritium production in exceX306f targets per year would generate
additional spent fuel. The commentor requests clarification concerning whether any of the three
TVA nuclear power plants is capable of managing their existing and projected spent fuel load
and whether adding to it would only complicate the situation.

The commentor asks when DOE would use two or more facilities to avoid exceeding the
Bellefonte plant's spent fuel generation limits. The commentor believes the analyses that will
determine DOE’s choice to use one or more reactors for tritium production should be made
public because of the implications for TVA ratepayers and U.S. taxpayers.

The commentor is unclear concerning what the dots mean in the “measle chart” on page 3-12 of
the CLWR Draft EIS and on page 18 of the CLWR Draft EIS Summary. The commentor would
like to see the actual numbers, instead of dots, that were used to anabgsothated impacts
of each alternative.

The commentor believes cost overruns are likely if TVA plants are used for tritium production.
The commentor asks whether the CLWR Final EIS will include information concerning the
potential liability of ratepayers for cost overruns. If not, the commentor asks why, when a TVA
cost overrun in completing the Bellefonte plant would have socioeconomic impacts on TVA's
debt reduction plan and, consequently, on area ratepayers. The commentor requests DOE to
guarantee that the CLWR Final EIS will contain more discussion and analysis of the potential
risks and consequences of cost overruns. The commentor believes that not doing so would be
a mischaracterization of the NEPA process.

The commentor believes DOE has not made a compelling argument for the United States’ near-
term need for tritium, and that the CLWR Draft EIS is flawed because the numbers for the
current U.S. tritium inventory are not provided.

The commentor believes that, before U.S. taxpayers are asked to pay several billion dollars for
tritium production, the amount of tritium in U.S. inventories should be declassified and made
publicly available so that citizens can determine when a real need for tritium will arise.

The commentor believes the United States should aggressively pursue the START Il Treaty,

which would extend the required date for new tritium production to 2016, or up to 2020, or to
2030.
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14/05.02

15/01.04

16/01.09

17/23.06

18/23.07

19/06.04

20/01.02

The commentor believes the No Action Alternative discussed in the CLWR Draft EIS does not
fully considemo action(i.e., avoiding new tritium production at this time); thus, it is not a true
No Action Alternative under NEPA.

The commentor believes the discussion of nonproliferation impacts and issues in the CLWR
Draft EIS is woefully inadequate. The commentor believes the United States’ violation of its
own nonproliferation policy, a policy that the United States seeks to impose on otheiespun

is hypocritical and encourages other nations to do likewise. The commentor pointsJarigbat
Defense Revieweports that India got its weapons tritium from a commercial reactor. The
commentor believes the United States’ nonproliferation concerns have significantly increased
since the CLWR Draft EIS was issued, and there should be greater discussion about
nonproliferation in the CLWR Final EIS.

The commentor disagrees with the conclusions of the authordraétagency Review of the
Nonproliferation Implications of Alternative Tritium Production Technologies Under
Consideration by the Department of Energnd says this document cites no clear historic
examples of using commercial nuclear facilities for military purposes. The commentor believes
that by basing its assumptions about the nonproliferation impacts of CLWR tritium production
on the examples cited in theteragency ReviemnDOE is making an illogical argument and
defying current U.S. nonproliferation policy.

The commentor is disconcerted as a TVA ratepayer to learn that, first, Chairman Crowell stated
in TVA's 1996 Integrated Resource Plan that TVA wot engage in further nuclear power

plant construction without a full partner, and now, under one of DOE’s tritium production
scenarios, TVA would invest $4.5 billion (essentially its current expenditures for construction
of Bellefonte) into the partnership with DOE, resulting in someone else (DOE) completing the
reactor at no adtibnal cost to the ratepayers. The commentor believes DOE’s CLWR tritium
production proposal is nothing more than a thinly veiled attempt to subsidize TVA's attempts to
complete the Bellefonte reactor with taxpayer money.

The commentor believes DOE needs to understand how delicate and fragile the contractual
situation is with TVA's distributors, as well as the liabilities related to TVAikyan meet the
obligations of its 10-year debt [reduction] plan and the restructuring of the electric utility
environment. The commentor believes these issues are significant and should be addressed
socioeconomically to evaluate their long-term implications for the Tennessee Valley and for U.S.
taxpayers.

The commentor asks whether the CLWR Final EIS will include information about the
contractual agreements between TVA and DOE and the potential impacts of TVA’s contract
obligations.

The commentor thinks the real battle is yet to come before $2 billion is appropriated by the
Congress for this project.

Commentor 701 (Ernest Haston)

1/04.01
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The commentor requests a comparison of the technical risks associated with the CLWR tritium
production option and the APT option. The commentor asks whether the technical risks for the
two options will be included in the CLWR Final EIS or only in the final decision.
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2/11.13

The commentor suggests the use of a device that measures wind velocities to gather data on
prevailing winds in the region near the Watts Bar site (this device is already available at the
plant).

Commentor 702 (Ralph Hutchison)

1/05.23

2/05.30

3/05.04

4/23.16

5/23.15

6/05.10

7/01.02

8/01.05

9/01.01

10/14.05

The commentor asks that DOE not try to intimidate or dismiss the public by saying, “Well, we're
not going to do that,” because commentors can only refer to the information they've been given.

The commentor states that the analyses of DOE’s “most likely scenario” (2,000 TPBARS) are
not in the CLWR Draft EIS, although some analyses apparently have been done. The commentor
states that if DOE has a scenario other than those presented in the EIS, a scenario based on
undevelopedyundetermined, secret information, the public can't comment on it, and that is a
frustrating problem.

The commentor asks if DOE is going to pursue both the primary and back-up options (CLWR
or APT) for tritium production; what the terms “primary” and “back-up” mean; and whether both
options have been or will be developed.

The commentor asks whether DOE’s economic analysis includes the costs of pursuing the
CLWR and APT options as both primary and back-up alternatives to each other.

The commentor asks what percentage of the accelerator program would DOE actually pay
for—i.e., of the nine billion total, how much is for the design, and vice-versa.

The commentor asks whether there is any incremental release of tritium from the TPBARS being
tested in the Lead Test Assembly tests at Watts Bar.

The commentor wonders whether DOE is aware that the vote on the Markey-Graham
Amendment was close and the U.S. House of Representatives was “pretty solidly in support of
Markey-Graham.”

The commentor wonders whether liiteragency Reviewanel (on nonproliferation issues
associated with CLWR tritium production), DOE, etc., have decided it is permissible for India,
Iraq, and North Korea to produce tritium in their commercial reactors for use in nuclear weapons.

The commentor thinks that many people are concerned about the United States’ possession of
nuclear weapons.

The commentor asserts that DOE would like the public to believe tritium production would have
little or no environmental impacts, but says the CLWR Draft EIS statesititiy the “normal
operations, no accident scenario” figium production operations at Watts Bar, releases to the
air would be 60 times higher than current levels, while total tritium releases to water would be
five times greater than normal. In addition, under normal operations, the annual radiation dose
for people living as far as 50 miles away from the Sequoyah Nuclear Plant would triple as a
result of tritium production. The commentor further states that during accident conditions tritium
releases to the air at Watts Bar would increase by nearly 300 timestiandreleases to water
would be nearly 30 times higher than normal. The commentor feels it is unfair for DOE to
communicate information in the public meetings that is not found in the EIS. The commentor
believes that DOE should highlight the actual expected releaségiaf to the environment to
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11/01.04

12/21.03

13/22.01

14/05.05

15/13.08

16/20.02

2-204

inform the public that, while the TPBARs were reported to be virtually leakproof a year or so
ago, they are now assumed to leak 1 Curie of tritium per year, which is a lot of tritium.

The commentor states that the attempt made in the CLWR Draft EIS to skirt the significant
nonproliferation concerns of the public by citing four instances of "exceptions to the practice of
differentiating between the U.S. civilian and miliaryifiies," each of which involved military
facilities used for civilian purposes, is disingenuous, outrageous, and absurd. The commentor
states that, while some people believe it is appropriate for us to do what we demand of others,
our government seems to arrogate to itself the privilege of doing whatever it chooses and denying
that same privilege to other countries. The commentor objects to the statement in the CLWR
Draft EIS declaring that the TVA reactors are technically owned by the U.S. Government,
making them roughly comparable to past insésnof government-owned dual-purpose nuclear
facilities. The commentor believes this statement insults the public’s intelligence and is
duplicitous. The commentor states that on page F-10 of the CLWR Draft EIS, the response to
the third comment on that page, DOE’s assertion that tritium production is consistent with and
is fully supported by the commitments of the United Stateler a variety of treaties, including
the Nonproliferation Treaty, is a lie. The commentor reports that the International Court of
Justice ruled in 1996 that the United States is not upholding its treaty obligations under the
Nonproliferation Treaty, and productiontofium for the sole purpose of maintaining a large
arsenal into the next century directly contradicts the United States’ obligation under Article VI
of the treaty.

The commentor states that, given the half-life of tritium, at least half of any tritium produced in
the year 2005 would not be available when it is truly needed in 2016, so DOE would have to
produce twice as much tritium in 2005 to meet its needs in 2016. The commentor believes that
it doesn’t make sense to produce tritium until it's needed, and earlier, unnecessary tritium
production only increases the risks and the likelihood of environmental impacts.

The commentor states that the CLWR Draft EIS does not consider the risks of an attack by
hostile forces on the proposed plants, but should decaulse they would be making materials
essential to the U.S. arsenal of nuclear weapons and would be the least protected and safeguarded
of all U.S. nuclear weapons facilities.

The commentor states that the CLWR Draft EIS says conversion of the Bellefonte plant to fossil
fuel is independent of this EIS, but also says such conversion would not occur until after a
decision is made regarding the role of Bellefonte 1 and 2 in tritium production—indicating that
conversiors dependent on the outcome of this EIS and the Bellefonte conversion EIS has been
held up pending completion of this CLWR EIS. The commentor believes the CLWR EIS should
acknowledge this fact.

The commentor states that, regarding environmental justice, it's not enough to assert that the
impacts are not being disproportionately visited on people of color or low-income cdresaun

nor is it adequate to disguise the adverse impacts on specific populations by describing a wide
circle around the plant and making generalizations about the population living there. For
example, the closest community to the Sequoyah plant is Soddy-Daisy, whose population is at
less than half the income level for Hamilton County, which is circumscribed by a large circle.

The commentor states that the CLWR Draft EIS fails to include a comparison of the eventual
costs of decontaminating and decommissioning Bellefonte as a nuclear site and as a fossil fuel
electricity generating plant—which it should do, since those are the two possible futures for the
plant.
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17/01.10

The commentor states that the response to the final comment on page F-12 of the CLWR Draft
EIS asserts that, “moral and ethical issues are beyond the scope of the Environmental Impact
Statement.” The commentor reminds DOE that NEPA clearly states an EIS must consider the
whole of the human environment. The commentor believes that decisions to protect the natural
environment and wildlife are moral ones, as are the inclusion of environmental justice concerns
and economic issues, and it is possible to consider and even quantify the effects of many moral
decisions. The commentor states that moral and ethical issues are already abundant in this EIS,
and the issues raised in the scoping meeting, while uncomfortable to contemplate and difficult
to quantify, deserve full consideration throughout this decision-making process. The commentor
asks that DOE not forget that the CLWR EIS is about the making of weapons of mass
destruction, which is a monstrous thing.

Commentor 703 (Ann Harris)

1/11.01

2/11.04

3/03.03

4/18.05

5/18.06

6/24.13

7/19.06

8/14.03

The commentor asks for a description of TVA’s current wastewater program and procedures for
cleaning up the reactor coolant wastewater prior to releasing it into the river; the schedule for
testing the program to ensure its reliability; the criteria the NRC uses to monitor the program; and
where this criteria may be found.

The commentor asks: (1) who is ultimately accountable for determining how much tritium can
be released into the Tennessee River; (2) who has the authority to determine whether the
procedures for the current wastewater program are correct; and (3) is the current program capable
of providing complete and accurate numbers for the amounts of tritium that would be released
into the river.

The commentor asks where in the CLWR EIS is it explained that, to meet its annual tritium
production requirements, DOE probably would use a combination of the Watts Bar, Sequoyah,
and Bellefonte Nuclear Plants. The commentor feels this information is hidden in the document.

The commentor asks whether transporting TPBARs from three different reactors in two states
would increase the opportunities for a transportation accident.

The commentor asks whether DOE plans for a single truck to pick up irradiated TPBARSs at each
reactor and transport them collectively to the Savannah River Site.

The commentor asks for clarification concerning the cumulative effects of using three reactors
simultaneously at three different sites.

The commentor asks why DOE assumed the failure of two TPBARS, which the commentor
understands to be the national average, instead of the failure rate experienced by TVA alone.

The commentor asks whether DOE’s analyses of the impacts of tritium production on the
affected environment are based on current prevailing winds. The commentor points out that,
according to the National Weather Service, 90 percent of theilprgwainds in the local area

come straight up from Alabama to the [Tennessee] state line and do not expand widely. The
commentor states that the graphics in the CLWR Draft EIS used to illustrate the area should be
corrected because the lines run 50 miles in any one direction and do not reflect the national
average for these valleys.
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9/05.17 The commentor suggests DOE should not use five- and six-year old documentation for the
CLWR EIS because Bellefonte hasn't had an EIS in #dadk; the EIS for Watts Bar is three
years old; and there have been some major weather changes recently.

10/14.02 The commentor reports that, according to the International Geological Society and the National
Geology Group, it's improper to use a 50-mile radius around each of the TVA plants for impact
analyses in this particular region. The commentor, therefore, believes the maximum
meteorological impact assumed in the CLWR EIS in order ttiptyuthat impact for the entire
50-mile radius is understated. The commentor suggests shaping these areas more like an oblong
than a circle to account for the narrow corridor in which the prevailing winds move.

11/23.10 The commentor asks for clarification on DOE’s position that, if TVA has an overrun on their bid
for tritium production, DOE will not share in it and the overrun will be handled by TVA. The
commentor asks what TVA will do in the case of a cost overrun.

12/15.01  The commentor wants DOE to address in the CLWR EIS haaceepdnt costs for damage to
private property would be handled if an accident occurs.

13/09.06 The commentor wants DOE to address in the CLWR EIS how TVA, the NRC, and DOE will
establish a safe work environment where workers are free to raise safety issues. The commentor
wants DOE to address in the EIS how workers will be protected from management abuse to the
greatest and furthest extent of the law. The commentor asks the source for the numbers quoted
in the EIS regarding abused employees that have been harmed as a result of raising safety issues
at TVA.

Commentor 704 (Michelle Conlon)

1/05.18 The commentor believes the EIS process is very one-sided and thinks DOE and other Federal
agencies may need to review it.

2/05.19 The commentor would like to see DOE’s presentation of the CLWR EIS information to the
public accompanied by a presentation from an independent reviewer.

3/14.23 The commentor thinks the DOE presentation failed to sufficiently emphasize the high
radioactivity of tritium.

4/03.01 The commentor asks whether the amount of tritium currently stored in U.S. Government
inventories is public knowledge, and if not, why not. The commentor believes the public needs
to know the exact amount to make an informed decision about CLWR tritium production.

5/19.12 The commentor asks why DOE says the TPBARs wouldder less stress in the reactor core
than standard burnable absorber rods.

6/01.12 The commentor asks why DOE and the Federal Government are moving so quickly on tritium
production, and why Secretary of Energy Bill Richardson believes he has to make the technology
decision before the end of the calendar year.

7124.06 The commentor asks whether DOE plans to proceed with extracting tritium from the irradiated

TPBARSs immediately after theirrval at the Savannah River Site and, if not, how long the
irradiated TPBARs might be stored at the site.
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8/02.02

9/05.10

10/24.22

11/06.04

12/23.01

13/21.04

14/07.06

15/07.02

16/23.10

The commentor questions the need to produce tritium by 2005 to 2007 if the plan calls for
storing the tritium while it decays (i.e., wouldn't it be better to produce tritium only when it is
actually needed?).

The commentor asks how many TPBARs were inserted into the Watts Bar reactor to conduct the
Lead Test Assembly tests. The commentor is pleased to note that another person thought it was
important for DOE to report the results of the Watts Bar Lead Test Assembly test because the
commentor believes such information is critical to the EIS process.

The commentor asks how many TPBARs were inserted into the Advanced Test Reactor.

The commentor points to text in the CLWR EIS Summary document that describes DOE’s dual
track approach for tritium production and asks when DOE plans to exercise its option to purchase
irradiation services.

The commentor wishes to make it clear that the ratepayers in Tennessee are ultimately
responsible for the costs currently being incurred by TVA for the construction of Bellefonte
(TVA issues bonds, but the bonds are the responsibility of the ratepayers). The commentor states
that, as a result, the Federal Government’s argument that it already owns the TVA plants is thin.

The commentor asks when the NRC’s review of the Production Core Topical Report and its
plant-specific reviews will be available to the public.

The commentor states that constructing the Bellefonte plant as a natural gas facility is just as
viable as completing Bellefonte as some nuclear facility with tritium production, and both would
create jobs.

The commentor doesn'’t believe that residents of the Tennessee Valley need this project to
survive. The commentor, as a young person, doesn’'t want to live with this legacy in the
Tennessee Valley and encourages DOE not to proceed with the decision to produce tritium in
a civilian nuclear power plant.

The commentor is extremely uncomfortable with ratepayers in the Tennessee Valley being asked
to subsidize DOE’s nuclear power program.

Commentor 705 (Bill Monroe)

1/21.01

The commentor asks whether TVA would expect the operational technical specification limits
to remain the same under tritium production.

Commentor 706 (Greg DeCamp)

1/06.03

2/23.08

The commentor requests clarification about which of the 18 CLWR tritium production
alternatives remains practically viable after the expiration of TVA'’s irradiation services offer
(i.e., how many of the 18 options are really practical at this point?). The commentor asks if TVA
and DOE are in agreement that, despite TVA'’s withdrawal/expiration of its offer to sell/lease the
irradiation services of the Watts Bar plant, all five of the TVA reactors are still being considered
for tritium production.

The commentor asks if TVA's offer for tritium production includes a fixed price.
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3/23.09 The commentor thinks the CLWR EIS would benefit from including more information about the
actual costs of the various alternatives and the implications of the costs for the specific economic
proposals being considered (e.g., if the project costs $1.9 billion, who will be responsible for
supplying the rest of the money if the costs exceed the fixed price?).

4/23.10 The commentor asks if TVA plans to pass on the cost of an overrun on its fixed price contract
with DOE to ratepayers and, if not, is TVA subsidized by some other means.

5/24.10 The commentor asks for clarification of a statement found in the CLWR Draft EIS summary that
indicates no design changes would be necessary to complete Bellefonte for tritium production.
The commentor suggests the clarification be added to the summary document for the CLWR
Final EIS.

Commentor 707 (Michelle Caratoo)

1/06.05 The commentor asks to know if DOE’s preferred choice for tritium production would involve
several different sites. The commentor believes it might simplify the process if aficiesary
activities were performed at one site.

2/18.07 The commentor believes the additional shipping requirements for tritium production are likely
to cause accidents and traffic problems. The commentor believes the transportation accident risk
found in the CLWR Draft EIS is exceedingly low—Iless than one fatal accident per hundred
thousand years is unrealistic. The commentor wonders whether other agencies like the
Tennessee Emergency Management Agency or Federal Emergency Management Agency have
plans to deal with any accidents, because accidents are inevitable in any line of work.

3/02.02 The commentor asks if the new tritium produced bet@@@s and 2007 would likely decay if
it has to wait 20 years before it's used and, if so, wouldn't it be better to produce it only when it
is actually needed. The commentor asks why new tritium production couldn’t wait until 2017
if the United States does not need tritium until 2020. The commentor thinks that, if we don't
need tritium until 2020, perhaps we can spehtil@ more time investigating different ways to
make it, and maybe the accelerator or some other way would be a simpler procedure.

4/24.03 The commentor asks if the amount of tritium now possessed by the United States is losing its
efficiency or is leaking somewhat and, if so, is there no way to prevent this loss.

5/01.04 The commentor considers the Nonproliferation Treaty to be something important that the country
has signed and believes we need to start keeping our treaties.

6/01.09 The commentor doesn't want other countries to use their civilian nuclear facilities for military
purposes, so the United States needs to set a good example and do likewise. The commentor
doesn't recall any other place in the United States where new nuclear facilities to produce energy
or military products are being used. The commentor wonders why TVA is opening a new facility
at this time. The commentor believes this activity is contrary to the current national trend, and
there is probably a good reason for that trend.

7/08.02 The commentor is concerned that there is so much left from past [weapons] projects to clean up,

such as at Oak Ridge and other facilities. The commentor wonders who is responsible for doing
that and whether that's something we also could be working on at the same time.
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8/23.13

9/05.24

10/12.01

11/23.11

12/20.04

13/24.02

14/20.01

15/13.05

16/04.04

17/14.24

18/20.03

The commentor believes it doesn't make sense to start a new project when the previous ones
haven't been completed and these would probably take a great number of brilliant engineering
minds and many jobs to clean up. The commentor would like to see the U.S. Government work
on that, starting now—perhaps with the use of Superfund monies The commentor would like
part of the Federal budget to be spent developing more renewable energy resources for the
present and the future instead of starting new nuclear projects.

The commentor invites DOE to do a presentation on CLWR tritium production in Nashville,
Tennessee.

The commentor is concerned that TVA is divesting some of its recreational properties, like the
Land Between the Lakes, and putting so much energy into this project. The commentor would
like TVA to keep that project and maybe turn it over to the Wildlife Resources Agency or some
other agency to maintain. The commentor believes it is not fair to take land from private citizens
for valley uses and then just dump it to some other agency; the land should go back to the people
or some other thing like that.

The commentor is concerned about TVA's debt—maybe TVA should take a little breather before
starting another project and incurring more debt.

The commentor is concerned that the costs for eventually mothballing and decontaminating
TVA's plants will be very high and this issue was not addressed in the CLWR Dratft EIS.

The commentor is concerned that, whether we're producing electricity or making tritium, it seems
like we pick the most complicated processes—Ilike nuclear energy, which is a very complicated
way to make steam or heat or boil water. The commentor wonders if using highly complicated
processes make mistakes and failures more likely. The commentor suggests more time should
be spent figuring out how to make the process (nuclear power) safe, or it should be abandoned
until we can find a safer way to do this.

The commentor wonders who will be responsible for the cleanup of this project, because many
jobs could be created by cleaning up past projects.

The commentor believes tritium production may not be the best way to create jobs.

The commentor states that burning uranium and mixed oxide fuels, as is occurring at Oak Ridge,
is not an acceptable way of dealing with the waste. The commentor would like to see the
development of a better way of dealing with it.

The commentor believes the cancer fatalities listed under environmental impacts in the EIS are
exceedingly low and inaccurate, if recent newspaper stories are true.

The commentor thinks DOE and TVA should consider the long-term effects and the cleanup and
the decontamination aspects of CLWR tritium production, which are all parts of the process,
before starting such a project.

Commentor 708 (Bill Griffith)

1/07.03

The commentor and his employer have reviewed the CLWR Draft EIS and offer their
compliments to DOE on its thoroughness. The commentor also agrees with the EIS conclusions
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concerning the public safety and environmental impacts of CLWR tritium production at the
Bellefonte nuclear power station.

Commentor 709 (Fred Boggess)

1/07.03 The commentor and his labor union agree with the conclusions of the CLWR Draft EIS and
support completion of the Bellefonte plant for tritium production because it is both economical
and good for the taxpayers and ratepayers of the valley.

Commentor 710 (Leroy Beasley)

1/07.04 The commentor believes the Bellefonte plant is probably the safest and the best documented
nuclear plant that TVA has, and that the plant would “stand head and shoulders” above most of
the nuclear plants designed in America. The commentor has no concerns about the safety of
TVA's other nuclear plants.

2/07.03 The commentor and his organization have reviewed the CLWR Draft EIS, and they accept and
support its conclusions about the completion of the Bellefonte nuclear plant.

Commentor 711 (Louvain Edmondson)

1/07.04 The commentor and his organization are confident that TVA’s nuclear plants are safe. The
commentor recognizes the need for tritium to preserve the U.S. nuclear deterrent. The
commentor takes issue with charges that TVA is always “over budget and over schedule,” citing
record performance at the Sequoyah plant. The commentor brought a petition to the last public
meeting with 450 signatures of people, mostly engineers, who had read the CLWR Draft EIS
summary and agreed with its conclusions. The commentor has brought an additional 69
signatures to present to this meeting and states that his organization, the engineers at the
Sequoyah plant, and many people from the Bellefonte plant are in full support of CLWR tritium
production. The commentor believes CLWR tritium production is the right thing for the people
of the valley and of the nation because all the people can benefit from it and it will save the
ratepayers a lot of money.

Commentor 712 (Linda Ewald)

1/10.03 The commentor is opposed to tritium production because of thasadrrisk of environmental
contamination.

2/14.04 The commentor is opposed to tritium production because of human health hazards.

3/16.04 The commentor is opposed to tritium production because of nuclear waste production.

4/01.10 The commentor is opposed to tritium production because of the itynadrigs use in nuclear
weapons.

5/02.02 The commentor believes the United States does not need tritium by the year 2005. By DOE's
calculations, the United States can maintain its current, huge arsenal without producing tritium
until 2016. The commentor believes that if the [U.S. nuclear] arsenal is reduced, as experts
claim it can and should be, no new tritium would be needed until 2032. The commentor believes
that Federal funding to begin tritium production by 2005 would be wasted because, with
tritium’s decay rate, half of the tritium produced would be gone by the time it is actually used.
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6/23.13

7/01.04

The commentor suggests the $2 billion for tritium production would be better used to create
20,000 valuable jobs.

The commentor believes that CLWR tritium production would be a violation of the 1970 Nuclear
Nonproliferation Treaty. The commentor thinks it is hypocritical for the United States to criticize
other nations for their use of commercial reactors to produce nuclear weapons material while we
make plans to produce tritium in our civilian reactors. The commentor states that, as a taxpayer,
a ratepayer, and a human being, she does not want to support the production of tritium or any
other nuclear weapons material. The commentor thinks that weapons of mass destruction
threaten all of creation, and DOE’s CLWR tritium production proposal sets a precedent that will
destroy the United States’ national nonproliferation efforts. The commentor urges the
individuals with the power to make decisions to consider the long-term consequences of tritium
production and whether the short-term gain is worth the risks to our health, our home, and our
future.

Commentor 713 (Steve Tanner)

1/05.20

2/23.15

3/01.02

4/01.04

5/07.01

The commentor commends DOE and TVA for the thoroughness and depth of the CLWR Draft
EIS. The commentor believes that all the potential impacts have been identified and thoroughly
evaluated.

The commentor believes the APT option is a way for some people to fund their own retirements
through a pork barrel program paid for by taxpayer dollars.

The commentor believes that political considerations are the only reason for proposing to site the
accelerator in South Carolina. The commentor is pleased that, in making decisions about tritium
production, some members of Congress have kept DOE on the steady path of determining what
is best for the United States and have supported basing the decision on merit, not politics.

The commentor believes that, until total world nuclear disarmament is achieved, the right action
is for the United States to maintain a safe and reliable nuclear deterrent, which will require
tritium. The commentor believes that building accelerator as a new nuclear defense
production facility that is part of the nuclear weapons complex is not the right action because:
(1) the accelerator facility would be capable of producing fissile materials such as plutonium and
uranium and would be controlled by the nuclear weapons complex; (2) it probably would not be
subject to International Atomic Energy Agency accountability inspections; and (3) it would use
technology that is not under current export controls, carries high risk and has nidgnapiom
implications. The commentor believes that DOE's purchase of irradiation services through a
financial arrangement with TVA that allows the completion of Bellefonte is consistent with the
direction the United States has been taking regarding military versus civilian technology uses.
The commentor thinks that DOE’s dual-use technology policy recognizes that the nation can no
longer afford to maintain two distinct industrial bases and allows the armed forces to exploit
commercial industry’s rate of innovation to meet defense needs.

The commentor believes the right action for tritium production is to use a CLWR because it
would support the dual-use technology policy. The commentor believes tritium production

would not violate any laws, treaties, or policies. The commentor believes tritium production

would provide greater government control in the DOE nuclear weapons complex, which is

managed by private sector companies who are in business for profit, while TVA reactors are
managed and operated by government employees.
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6/06.05

7/04.01

The commentor recommends that DOE identify the Bellefonte facility (backed up by the
Watts Bar as needed) as its Preferred Alternative in the CLWR Final EIS.

The commentor requests DOE to move expeditiously to eliminate any further funding of the APT
project or, at a minimum, rename that project the "Fund Our Retirement Production of Tritium"
project.

Commentor 714 (Clyde Caldwell)

1/07.03

2/24.11

The commentor states that he, together with his union and the members of his local trades and
labor council, favors completing the Bellefonte plant because it is a win-win situation for the
country, TVA, and the citizens of this valley. The commentor informs DOE that TVA has a $4.5
million investment gting in northern Alabama and, because of the number of construction
workers required, completing and operating Bellefonte for tritium production will provide
employment and associated economic benefits not only for northern Alabama, but also for
eastern Tennessee and all the way to Birmingham (in central Alabama). The commentor states
that completion of the Bellefonte plant would allow TVA to recoup part of its $4.5 million
investment while producing badly-needed tritium to secure public safety and security. The
commentor states that the Bellefonte plant is one of the highest quality plants that's ever been
built in the nuclear industry. The commentor, because of the lessons learned in completing the
Watts Bar plant, does not anticipate significant problems in completing the Bellefonte plant and
encourages DOE to use the Bellefonte facility for tritium production. The commentor is not
concerned about the safety of TVA nuclear plants. The commentor states that safety is not a
major concern of the people he represents because they intend to operate the [TVA] plants and
build them as safely as they can be built. The commentor believes that nuclear is a clean, safe
power source. The commentor points out that, although he’s heard about the danger of tritium,
he has some tritium on his watch face and has seen it in nursery decorations and other things for
children. The commentor believes tritium production is necessary because the United States
cannot defend itself without nuclear weapons.

The commentor wants to make it clear that TVA will own the facility and at no time will it be
sold or given to DOE.

Commentor 715 (Ronald Forster)

1/07.03
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The commentor and his company have reviewed the CLWR Draft EIS and agree wholeheartedly
with the safe production of tritium in a CLWR. The commentor, after investigating regional
electricity rates, believes an iease in TVA's rates would be justified in return for enabling
TVA to pay off some debt, change the liability of the Bellefonte plant into an electricity-
producing asset, and use the revenues from Bellefonte to repay some of the tax monies used to
complete the plant. The commentor, as a taxpayer, wants to see things completed sooner rather
than later and believes the Bellefonte plant would be completed sooner for tritium production
than the accelerator. The commentor believes the United States needs to have the availability
of a tritium production source and needs to make the decision about where to produce it. The
commentor believes completion of the Bellefonte plant makes sense to meet the increasing need
for electricity in the area and to help stabilize rates. The commentor believes that $2 billion to
complete Bellefonte for tritium production, relying on a well documented technology that works
better than expected, versus $9 billion to build an accelerator for tritium production, using an
untested, unknown, experimental version of the technology, should be a logical decision for
taxpayers.
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Commentor 716 (Jennifer Stephens)

1/07.03

The commentor favors completion of the Bellefonte plant for tritium production to “bring the
jobs back home” so that area workers won't be forced to leave their families and seek
employment in other states. The commentor states that, in addition to jobs, completion of
Bellefonte for tritium production would benefit the local economy because workers will spend
the money they earn at home, not on the road. The commentor states that, if tritium is not
produced at Bellefonte, it will be produced somewhere else and all of the socioeconomic benefits
will go to some other area of the country. The commentor does not want this to happen anymore.

Commentor 717 (James Roberson)

1/07.04

The commentor supports TVA management and employees in operating a tritium-producing
facility because they have proven they can handle related plants and projects for the people of
the United States. The commentor states that the Tennessee Valley has expertise available [to
support tritium production].

Commentor 718 (Rex Wilson)

1/07.03

The commentor and his labor union urge the completion of Bellefonte and the use of Sequoyah
and Watts Bar as backup units. The commentor appreciates TVA for bringing electricity to the
area. The commentor believes TVA is fair with people. The commentor urges DOE to do the
right thing and select Bellefonte, finish it, use it, and then use Watts Bar and Sequoyah as backup
units to bring some jobs in the area.

Commentor 719 (Mark Wheeler)

1/03.01

2/23.15

3/07.03

4/05.20

5/07.04

The commentor asks if the U.S. tritium supply is classified. The commentor wonders how
persons who have access to that classified information can say we need more tritium by 2005,
but others who don't have access can come up with figureXlil&and 20 years and 30 years
down the road. The commentor is not willing to make an assumption and risk nedicuily.

The commentor understands the cost of the Bellefonte option is estimated at about $2 billion, and
the accelerator at the Savannah River Site would cost about $9 billion. The commentor suggests
the cost estimates for each option indicate which is the best.

The commentor believes that, as tritium production will occur somewhere, it should be done in
the local area where area residents can benefit from it. The commentor and his labor union
strongly support tritium production at Bellefonte because it will be safe, great for the country,
and great for the Tennessee Valley.

The commentor thinks the CLWR Draft EIS does an excellent job covering the options and
statistics.

The commentor, who works at the Sequoyah plant, has absolutely no safety concerns and is very
impressed with the plant's redundant safety systems. The commentor, speakinficalari o

his labor union, states that the workers know how safe the plant is and if they thought anything
was unsafe, they would be opposed to building these plants.
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Commentor 720 (Terry Johnson)

1/01.01 The commentor believes the United States' nuclear deterrence policy and program has worked,
and we need to continue to make it work.

2/08.02 The commentor thinks one of the biggest problems affecting CLWR tritium production is that,
because of past history, we don't trust each other.
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The following commentors (800 through 835) made comments at the
December 14, 1998, public meeting concerning TVA'’s latest proposals
to DOE for use of Watts Bar, Sequoyah, and Bellefonte.
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Public Hearing — Evensville, Tennessee
December 14, 1998

Commentor 800 (John Johnson)

1/24.24

2/23.02

3/16.01

4/05.31

5/01.04

6/01.01

7124.21

8/24.19

9/08.02

The commentor asks what “point of departure” means as used in the slide presentation.

The commentor asks that, given the costs of $11 billion and 23 years to complete the Watts Bar
Plant, why does DOE think they can complete the Bellefonte Plant for less.

The commentor asks what DOE will do with the nuclear waste generated by tritium production.
The commentor states that it is bad timing to hold the meeting during the holiday season and
complains that he did not receive any personal notice of the meeting, although he is on the

stakeholder mailing list.

The commentor states that he is opposed to tritium production because it violates the spirit of the
Nonproliferation Treaty and sends a wrong message to other countries.

The commentor states that the Cold War is over. The commentor urges DOE to obtain tritium from
existing nuclear weapons. The commentor states that tritium production will subvert the human race
to the will of the national security state, serves the imperatives of technology, is all about money,
greed, and death, and demands that DOE cease and desist in its tritium production plans at once.

The commentor asks what DOE will do if TVA is dismantled as a result of deregulation.

The commentor asks if DOE and TVA are in Y2K compliance.

The commentor states that DOE’s track record belies its promises.

Commentor 801 (Ronnie Boles)

1/06.03

The commentor asks whether TVA has a legal or contractual obligation to partner with DOE on any
of the current tritium proposals.

Commentor 802 (Michelle Conlon)

1/05.27

2/23.23

3/05.10

4/05.31
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The commentor asks whether DOE still has the option to buy a reactor.

The commentor asks what effect irradiation services at Watts Bar and Sequoyah Plants will have
on ratepayers, and whether electric rates would change.

The commentor asks what will be done with the TPBARs used in the Lead Test Assembly
demonstration at Watts Bar and when will it be completed. Since tritium will not be extracted from
the TPBARs used in the lead test assembly demonstration, how will we know the production
process works without extracting the tritium.

The commentor criticizes the process and states that it appears there has been a lot of discussion
after the public comment period was closed. The commentor suggests DOE do things differently

in the future. The commentor complains that she did not get copies of Chairman Crowell’s letter
before this meeting and says this is unfair.
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5/01.15

The commentor warns Vice President Gore about the damage his support for the proposed action
will do to his presidential campaign in 2000.

The commentor submits the following document along with her written statemarti, Zéisham
and Herbert Scoville, JiTritium: The Environmental, Health uBigetary, and Strategic Effects of
the Department of Energy’s Decision to Produce Tritilmatitute for Energy and Environmental
Research, Takoma Park, Maryland, January 1996.

Commentor 803 (Steven Smith)

1/23.24

2/01.07

3/08.02

4/24.31

5/05.31

6/01.04

7/01.15

8/23.05

9/05.05

The commentor asks for clarification regarding the [cost] numbers given for the Watts Bar and
Sequoyah Plants in the presentation. What is the breakdown that led to TVA's estimate of $85
million for irradiation services. The commentor further suggests that TVA is inflating the taxpayer
costs to make the Bellefonte option more attractive.

The commentor asks why DOE cannot use off-spec blended-down HEU at Sequoyah for tritium
production.

The commentor states that every place DOE has made tritium is now a nuclear waste site, and asks
why DOE cannot be honest about it.

The commentor asks why TVA proposed only 25 years, noting that the Watts Bar Plant came on line
in 1986-1987, and should theoretically have 30 years left for tritium production.

The commentor complains that there was not enough time to respond to the meeting notice.

The commentor states that he is opposed to the use of CLWRs for tritium production since,
regardless of which option is chosen, the nonproliferation issue remains.

The commentor warns Vice President Gore about the damage his support for the proposed action
will do to his presidential campaign in 2000.

The commentor states that the Bellefonte option is a risk to ratepayers because of the danger of cost
overruns. The commentor warns that ratepayers will “foot the bill” if Bellefonte cannot be
completed for under $2 billion, and the commentor believes it cannot be done.

The commentor states that TVA should submit to the record its three scenarios for Bellefonte from
its completion plan.

10/07.03 The commentor states that only those persons in Alabama who will benefit directly from completion

of Bellefonte support this option; a silent majority oppose it.

11/02.01 The commentor states that DOE should not commit to using Bellefonte while arms reduction efforts

are moving ahead.

Commentor 804 (Cheryll Dyer)

1/05.27

The commentor asks if TVA is overseen by the state and OSHA regulations, and would this
oversight cease if TVA partners with DOE to produce tritium.
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Commentor 805 (Ralph Galt)

1/01.04 The commentor asks whether it is true that the United States promoted the Nonproliferation Treaty

to encourage the world’'s weapons states to stop production and reduce their stockpiles and to
persuade nonweapons states to not make nuclear weapons. The commentor asks whether the U.S.
Government is violating the Nonproliferation Treaty by making new nuclear weapons. The
commentor asks whether the United States is working towards further reductions or maintaining the
high level of the stockpile. The commentor asks whether the United States is required to wait for
the Russians to ratify the START Il treaty before making the agreed-upon reductions. Does the
United States have to wait for the international community to agree to arms reduction before it can
reduce its nuclear weapons stockpiles. The commentor asks whether U.S. law takes precedence
over the Nonproliferation Treaty.

Commentor 806 (Mike Womacks)

1/23.25

2/23.07

3/13.05

4/01.02

5/23.22

6/13.06

7/07.06

8/02.01

9/07.07

The commentor asks how TVA can reduce its estimated costs for completing the Bellefonte Plant
for tritium production. The commentor asks whether ratepayers would have to pay more to make
up the $.5 billion difference.

The commentor asks whether residents of Scottsboro, Alabama, would see their rates go up or down
as a result of tritium production at Bellefonte.

The commentor states that citizens of Jackson County will not receive the benefit of either short-
or long-term jobs.

The commentor states that congressional support is not universal, and tityeahigoal citizens
are not in favor of using Bellefonte for tritium production.

The commentor asks why TVA did not include the negative EIS comments in their latest offer letter
to DOE.

The commentor states that, if Bellefonte is used, local property values will go down and taxes will
go up and that the local school system cannot support the extra students.

The commentor states that he supports Bellefonte being converted to a natural gas facility.

The commentor states that the United States has enough nuclear bombs, so it is not necessary to
make more tritium.

The commentor suggests that if it is necessary to make tritium, DOE use an existing facility rather
than contaminate a new area.

Commentor 807 (Linda Ewald)

1/01.13

The commentor asks what is special nuclear material, and why tritium is not a special nuclear
material.

Commentor 808 (Ernie Chaput)

1/05.29
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The commentor asks if the Secretary would make the technology decision before the final tritium
production EISs (CLWR and APT) are completed.
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2/05.32 The commentor asks how DOE can make a technology decision when the EIS has not been
completed and questions on the safety analysis and environmental impacts in the CLWR Draft EIS
have not been addressed. The commentor asks whether the Secretary could change his decision
after the final EISs (CLWR and APT) are published. The commentor suggests that DOE is ahead
of the NEPA process in making the technology decision before the safety issuestdiedidernl
publicly addressed in the final CLWR and APT EISs.

3/03.04 The commentor, citing the 2.5 kilogram requirement, says that the CLWR Draft EIS isn’t clear as
to how many reactors would be needed. The commentor asks whether the Bellefonte option refers
to Bellefonte only, or to Bellefonte and another reactor, and wouldematars be used for tritium
production in all cases. The commentor asks where in the CLWR Draft EIS does it mention a 12-
month cycle for tritium production at Bellefonte? The commentor asks whether DOE submitted
materials to the NRC for review and whether the NRC is reviewing the 12-month cycle option.

4/24.31 The commentor asks why TVA's irradiation services proposal is for 25 years when the original
programmatic proposal was for 40 years. The commentor also asks whether the requirements had
changed.

Commentor 809 (Gary Drinkard)

1/23.23 The commentor asks whether residents of Rhea County would receive a tax break for the risks
associated with tritium production at Watts Bar and Sequoyah.

2/05.31 The commentor notes that the meeting was called hastily, suggesting that DOE prefers the Watts Bar
and Sequoyah option and speculating whether DOE was tipping its hand.

3/05.29 The commentor asks why “input from area residents” was not included in the decision criteria
shown in the presentation.

Commentor 810 (Fred Boggess)
1/21.08 The commentor asks whether the license to finish the Bellefonte unit is still in effect.
2/23.26 The commentor also asks whether TVA has begun paying back the principal on the debt.

3/23.27 The commentor asks whether DOE has determined which reactor method is the most economical
way to produce tritium over the 25- or 30-year production period.

Commentor 811 (Ann Harris)

1/01.06 The commentor asks why DOE has not made it clear that the IAEA does not do any kind of
evaluations — they accept the word of the U.S. reactors.

2/19.14 The commentor asks who is going to fabricate the tritium rods that DOE would use in the Watts Bar
reactor. The commentor asks whether DOE will examine the fabricator's past performance
specifically with regards to cladding. The commentor notes there is massive decay of the cladding
in the rods that would cut down on the production of Watts Bar, and suggests that DOE would
derate the plant even more. The commentor also asks whether one-cycle use would cut power
production at Watts Bar.
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3/24.25

4/01.14

5/14.04

6/14.25

7/09.10

8/01.15

The commentor notes that both EPA and the Occupational, Safety, and Health Administration say
they have Memorandums of Understanding with TVA that allow an exchange of paperwork instead
of onsite inspections. The commentor asks where he can obtain copies of these Memorandums of
Understanding.

The commentor asks DOE to consider buying the 14 kilograms of tritium available from a Canadian
source.

The commentor expresses concern that tritiated water is readily absorbed by the human body and
by metal. The commentor is concerned that using Watts Bar for tritium production will turn it into
a superfund site, since the Watts Bar Plant metal structures will absorb the tritium.

The commentor quotes statistics on the dangers of tritium and calls it “nuclear thalidomide.”
The commentor expresses concern about the safety of the primary coolant system at the Sequoyah
and Watts Bar Plants, saying the systems are badly designed and are virtually inoperable at any

given time.

The commentor warns Vice President Gore about the damage his support for the proposed action
will do to his presidential campaign in 2000.

Commentor 812 (Jackie Kittrell)

1/05.26

2/21.07

The commentor asks what steps will occur once the Secretary makes his technology decision at the
end of the month, and will there be opportunities for public input during this process.

The commentor asks what would be the NRC time line for licensing once a decision has been made
to use Watts Bar for tritium production.

Commentor 813 (Jimmy Wilkey, Rhea County Executive)

1/24.27

2/13.07

The commentor asks if TVA was the only organization to offer a bid in response to DOE’s Request
for Proposals for CLWR tritium production.

The commentor asks whether the economic impact of using Watts Bar or Sequoyah for tritium
production would be positive or negative. The commentor also asks that the welfaretafethe c

of Rhea County be included in DOE’s deliberations and notes that Bellefonte would have greater
and more positive economic impact.

Commentor 814 (Ronald Forster)

1/24.26

2/07.08
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The commentor asks whether tritium production would shorten the life span of the Watts Bar or
Sequoyah units.

The commentor states that he favors the completion of the Bellefonte Plant for tritium production
because it would produce additional electricity, provide economic benefits to the region, and enable
a payback of taxpayer dollars. The commentor states that he is opposed to tritium production at
Watts Bar and Sequoyah because it could reduce plant opdifatinges and would offer no real
economic benefits.
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Commentor 815 (H. M. Fagan)

1/24.27 The commentor asks how many organizations are qualified to do this job that didn’t want it. The
commentor asks why TVA bid on DOE tritium production. The commentor asks why TVA had no
competition.

2/06.03 The commentor asks whether this is a case of two government agencies (DOE and TVA)
“scratching each other’s back” to produce tritium. The commentor asks whether the Savannah River
Site and some other utilities were considered as potential sites.

3/09.03 The commentor notes that TVA is expanding its responsibilities from power production to weapons
production, and asks whether tritium production would influence TVA to move further into
weapons and defense-related activities.

4/14.04 The commentor asks how tritium production would affect TVAIlgyato maintain current levels
of public health risk around its reactors. The commentor asks whether tritium production is going
to increase the amount of radiation leakage and risk to the public from dangerous materials at
Watts Bar.

Commentor 816 (Carol Womacks)

1/24.28 The commentor asks when the last environmental impact study was done using Bellefonte as a
nuclear reactor without tritium production.

2/23.12 The commentor asks how the $2.9 billion will be dispersed if tritium production takes place at the
Watts Bar Plant.

Commentor 817 (Chris Lugo)
1/05.21 The commentor asks whether the public has the right to say no if DOE chooses the Watts Bar and
Sequoyah Plants for tritium production, and, if so, how is this done. The commentor also asks what

their legal recourse would be.

2/01.09 The commentor asks whether tritium production in a CLWR would violate the Atomic Energy Act,
and who decided it would be acceptable to produce tritium in a CLWR.

3/02.01: The commentor states that tritium production is about death and bombs and that the whole cycle of
consequences resulting from the use of nuclear weapons should be considered in making a decision
about tritium production. The commentor states that he is opposed to tritium production in general.

Commentor 818 (Patty Fagan)

1/08.03 The commentor asks where tritium has been produced before, and requests a list of these places.

2/14.04 The commentor asks how safe is tritium. The commentor expresses belief that TVA had made

fishing in local waters impossible, and is concerned about the effects of tritium production on
regional air and water.
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Commentor 819 (Don Clark)

1/08.04 The commentor notes past tritium leaks at Brookhaven National Laboratory, and asks why the
tritium was allowed to get into the groundwater. The commentor also asks whgiuheleaks
were not discovered at Brookhaven National Laboratory for 20 years; what are DOE and
Brookhaven National Laboratory doing about the leaks, and what can they do about it.

The commentor submits the following documents along with his written statement:

“Nuclear Regulatory Commission Public Hearing, Testimony of Donald B. Clark,” Sweetwater,
Tennessee, August 7, 1997.

“U.S. Department of Energy CLWR Environmental Impact Statement Public Meeting, Testimony
of Donald B. Clark,” Evensville, Tennessee, February 26, 1998.

Ferguson, Charles, and Frank Von Hippel, “U.S. Tritium Production Plan Lacks Strategic
Rationale,"Defense New29 (December 7-13, 1998).

“Nation Shirks Duty to Nuclear VictimsThe TennesseaSeptember 29, 1998.
Commentor 820 (Roy Priest for U.S. Congressman Bud Cramer)

1/07.08 The commentor states that Congressman Cramer supports the Bellefonte option ondbédigb
it is more cost-effective, offers economic benefits such as cost recovery over the lifetime of the
contract, and is very much supported by state and local officials and area residents. The Watts Bar
and Sequoyah irradiation services option would offer none of these benefits.

Commentor 821 (Charles Dotson)

1/07.03 The commentor states that the Bellefonte option is the cheapest and most effective choice over the
long term, and it would create jobs and help the economy.

Commentor 822 (Calvin Underwood)

1/07.08: The commentor states that he supports the Bellefonte option because of the positive impacts it
would have on ratepayers, taxpayers, and the area workforce. Only this option would increase jobs.
The Bellefonte option is the only option fully compatible with the programmatic requirements.
Bellefonte offers a dedicated facility with a flexible schedule that can adapt to programmatic
changes in requirements. It would be difficult to deal with such changes at a nondedicated baseload
plant like Watts Bar or Sequoyah. Also, cost factors favor Bellefonte—it would be the best option
for DOE, TVA, the United States, and TVA ratepayers.

Commentor 823 (Steve Tanner)
1/07.08 The commentor notes that DOE has stated the selection criteria being considered. One criteria not
listed, which is stated in public law, involves the “liabilities and benefits of the technologies,

including benefits like revenues.” They (the commentor’s family) believe TVA’s Watts Bar and
Sequoyah option would not be the best choice for tritium production for three reasons.
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First, the offer commits two baseload nuclear plants to a mission that would no longer be solely
power production. This would place a lidgp on TVA and would increase risks to TVA's ability
to produce reliable, low-cost power for its customers, the ratepayers.

Second, there are no direct benefits from the Watts Bar/Sequoyah offer to Hamilton or Rhea
Counties or the State of Tennessee. The offer provides no new jobs and no increase in the tax base.
It does not salvage use of an existing government asset; provides no revenue-sharing to DOE; and
does not add the positive environmental benefit of new power generation without emission of
greenhouse gases.

Third, the overall cost is higher than that of the Bellefonte option. Although the Watts Bar offer
comes with low annual payments, the total long-term cost is higher than the Bellefonte offer and the
term is shorter.

The commentors, therefore, believe that Bellefonte would be the best choice for tritium production
because it meets the selection criteria; offers the lowest cost to taxpayers; does not come with the
liabilities and risks of a baseload plant; and provides distinct local and national econotfiis.bene

The commentors point out that DOE must not forget that it has other missions in addition to national
security. DOE’s core mission statement begins with the words, “To fostzuge and reliable
energy system that is environmentally sustainable,....” During the Fiscal Year 1999 budget process,
DOE states that it had established five key goals that drive all its strategic planning and budgetary
decisions. Three of these goals are directly supported by the selection of Bellefonte, but are not
supported by the selection of Watts Bar and Sequoyah.

Selection of Bellefonte would:

« Promote clean, efficient energy and enhance energy security through provision of new nuclear
power generation capacity.

e Stabilize and protect the environment by preventing new fossil-fueled generation that would
result in greenhouse gas emissions.

e Stimulate U.S. economic productivity through job creation and multiregional economic
development.

The commentors contend that the Secretary of Energy should not select merely an acceptable option,
but should select the option that, using the Vice President’s words, is in the “best interest of all
citizens.”

Commentor 824 (Joseph Imhof)
1/01.09 The commentor states that he opposes the use of commercial facilities for weapons use.

2/ 07.08 The commentor believes the best policy is one that entails the least amount of harm to the fewest
humans and biological entities. Therefore, the impact of tritium production should be minimal. The
commentor believes existing facilities should be used for tritium production whenever possible
without impacting new areas of population and generating additional expense to U.S. taxpayers.
Use of existing facilities would avoid creating new health risks and environmental concerns. The
commentor believes Watts Bar should be the main unit for tritium production, with Sequoyah as a
backup facility. Bellefonte should be considered for use as a natural gas plewer production
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facility, which would cost billions less than its completion as a nuclear power plant. Bellefonte
should not be considered for use as a coal-fired plant because this would make it a source of acid
rain and particulate matter, which would aggravate people with respiratory illnesses.

Commentor 825 (Ralph Hutchison)
1/01.01 The commentor is in favor of arms reduction and eventual nuclear disarmament.

2/14.05 The commentor states that, according to the CLWR Draft EIS, tritium production at Watts Bar
under normal operations would increase tritium released to the air by slightly le88@h@mes.
Tritium released to area water sources without tritium production at Watts Bar is 639 Curies
compared to 17,649 Curies from tritium production. In addition, radiation doses to area residents
is 10 times higher than normal under tritium production.

3/02.01 The commentor submits a letter to the Secretary from himself and other area residents asking DOE
not to produce tritium at any of the TVA plant sites or at the Savannah River Site.

Commentor 826 (Jimmy Sandlin)

1/07.08 The commentor states that the people of Jackson County, Alabama, support tritium production at
Bellefonte and are opposed to tritium production at the Watts Bar/Sequoyah Plants because it would
compromise the region’s power supply under moderate and extreme loading conditions. Tritium
production at Bellefonte would add 1,200 megawatts to the TVA power system, which would
decrease the risk of sharp price esases and increase stability.  Selection of the
Watts Bar/Sequoyah Plants would increase price instability because the generation capacity supplied
by the plants could be interrupted if DOE needs to extract tritium during extreme load conditions.
If TVA nuclear generation were not available, wholesale power costs would rise, thereby
jeopardizing municipal and cooperative electric distribution systems. The commentor states that the
Tennessee Valley Power Distributors unanimously support completion of Bellefonte for tritium
production.

Commentor 827 (Louvain Edmondson)

1/07.03 The commentor states that Bellefonte is the best choice for tritium production because there is
substantial congressional, state, and local support. Also, a dedicated unit is preferadseltmad b
plant that would lose power generation if put on a 12-month schedule, resulting in negative impacts
to ratepayers. Bellefonte would provide additional generation capacity without greenhouse gas
emissions, as well as economic benefits such as jobs and cost recovery via revenues.

Commentor 828 (Monica Blanton)

1/01.09 The commentor states that the United States should follow the nonproliferation policy it espouses
to other nations by not using commercial facilities for weapons production. The commentor states
that the proposed action blurs the line between civilian and military nuclear facilities.

2/23.13 The commentor states that the cost to produce tritium should not be a major factor in determining
where it is produced.

3/07.04 The commentor opposes tritium production at any of the TVA plants.
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Commentor 829 (Mary Lentsch)

1/02.01

2/01.09

3/01.04

4/01.12

5/07.07

The commentor states that tritium production is unnecessary because reserve inventories are
available and can last until 2016. The commentor states that she trusts Secretary of Energy Bill
Richardson to say “NO” to tritium production.

The commentor states that the United States must maintain its respect among nations by following
the nonproliferation policies it has promoted, particularly the ban on the use of commercial facilities
for military nuclear purposes.

The commentor states that the United States cannot maintain its integrity if it violates the
Nonproliferation Treaty to produce tritum. The commentor states that interdependence among
nations in living up to their agreements is vital.

The commentor does not understand why there is such urgency for tritium production at the
Watts Bar/Sequoyah Plants when the United States seems to be reducing its nuclear arsenal.

The commentor states that, if tritium is produced at the Watts Bar/Sequoyah Plants, all she can say
is “MERCY ME! OH LORD, HAVE MERCY!"

Commentor 830 (Dwight Wilhoit)

1/07.08

The commentor asks that the Secretary not do the cheap and easy thing in making his decision, but
do the right thing—select Bellefonte for tritium production. Selection of Bellefontgosted by

local residents and would help a depressed area by bringing thousands of jobs, while selection of
Watts Bar does nothing for the citizens of the Tennessee Valley.

Commentor 831 (Don Nelms)

1/07.03

The commentor states that he and his union support the use of the Bellefonte Plant for tritium
production. The commentor states that TVA was founded to provide jobs and electricity for
Americans, and DOE has the opportunity to help TVA continue to do so.

Commentor 832 (Carl Fowler)

1/06.03

2/07.01

3/07.08

The commentor states that he opposes the use of Hanford (Fast Flux Test Facility) for tritium
production for cost and environmental reasons.

The commentor opposes building the APT for tritium production for economic and schedule
reasons, and states it is an unproven technology.

The commentor opposes using Watts Bar and/or Sequoysatiuior production because it would

not yield any economic benefit and the option has little support among area residents. The
commentor points out that tritium production would be secondary at Watts Bar and Sequoyah, but
the primary mission at Bellefonte. The commentor supports the completion and use of Bellefonte
for tritium production because it would bring substantial economicfibéméhe region and there

is significant local, state, and congressional support for this option.
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Commentor 833 (Greg Wright)

1/07.08 The commentor, as a businessman, recognizes that there is little return on DOE’s investment if it
uses the Watts Bar and Sequoyah plants for tritium production, but there would be a high return
from selecting the Bellefonte plant for this purpose. Bellefonte would be an asset to the economy
in the southern region of the country; would increase TVA's electricity-generating capacity; and
would stabilize rates.

Commentor 834 (Mitchell Weir)

1/07.08 The commentor is against the selection of the Watts Bar and Sequoyah plants and favors selection
of the Bellefonte plant on the basis of job creation.

Commentor 835 (Leaf Myczack)
1/05.31 The commentor complains that notification about the meeting was poor.

2/05.09 The commentor charges that the Lead Test Assembly demonstration was already underway when
DOE had the public meeting on that issue.

3/24.29 The commentor states that tritium is a weapons component and DOE should be honest about that
fact.

4/24.30 The commentor expresses concern about the impacts of tritium production on uranium mine workers
and people living in the vicinity of uranium mines.

5/07.04 The commentor opposes tritium production at any of the TVA plants.
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